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OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION L )

2

The Oregon Small Sthools P'roqram' (0OssP) , an Elementary‘and Secondary

Education Act (ESEA) Title III project was approved for a second year of

.funding by the Oregon Board of Education (OBE) on August 24, 1971. The

goals and objectives for the OSSP as approved by the OBE are to:

1. Increase member schools receptivity to new and better ideas
in education. .

2. - Implement new programs and apply new techniques consistent

e with the Oregon Board of Education priority objectives and

with the special needs of their districts.

3. Obtain and keeé the resources and 1nformat10n necessary to
carry out those innovative programs .and to apply those new
techniques.

One of the requirements of an ESEA, Title III project is to contract
with a third party to conduct an ind‘ependent' evaluation. On July 30, 1971

the 0SSP Steering Committee eppointed “Educational Coordinates Northwest

as the third party evaluator. The specific terms of the contrgct
required Educational Coordinates Northwest to gather information regarding:

"1. The effectiveness of the 1971 Summer Institute.’

-

2. The effectiveness of the visitations made to'the member schools

by the Pproject c_oordinator.

3.. The facilitating'.and constrainisg forces which affected the
implementation of projeoté'ufg'enerated» agpthe 1971 ossp Sumner
Instit_ute neld nt‘Willamette University.

This report, submitted by Educational Coordinates Northwes\t (EC) '

goes beyond the requirements of the contrect By ‘reporting-all of the
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activities of the OSSP project as they relate to the objectives of the

R Y LT I T SR AR

. project.
It is important to note that the 0SSP staff has continued to

:i.mplement its philosophy‘ of evaluation as feedback and gulde. As part

st ) a2 bt b e

of the feedback system the Educational Coordinates staff and the OssP
staff held nine meetlngs to assure that the flow of data belng qathered

as part of the third party evaluation would also have an effect on the

planning and direction of forthcoming OSSP activities. The notes from
one such feedback session appeai in Appendix A of .this document.
In addition to the third party evaluation, many of the activities

sponsored by the 0SSP were evaluetia\d by instruments deeigned and

admini‘stered by the OSSP staff. These activities and their evaluatiods
have beenlincluded in this report in order to document the continuity’ of
the Oregon Small Schools Progrem'as it moves into its third year ofll
operation. h | |
The evéluatidp of the 1970-71 OSSP established that many of the
~ .

components of individualizing instruction which had been sttessed by the , ' i

OSSP had not been implemented by their memlaei‘ schools 'to the degree ' .

anticipated.' The project evaluators in their 1970-71 report recommended
that it might be helpful for the project to more rigotously.define and

deseribe a "model" program of individualiziﬁg instruc_tion so that schools_.

could measure their pi:ogress -&gdinst that "model." The membership

accepted ‘this as a basic need of the member schools. More specifically,

~ the need was identifled as follows. . R | e

..

1. 'l‘he need for development of a detailed and defim.tive descriptlon '

of a school-w:.de program . of - indi.udualxzing instruction.
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- 2. The'development of an assessment instrument by which the schools
could analyze their current progress tow'ard. individualizing.
‘3. A series of activities conducted by the OSSP to assist.member

schools develop sho'rt'and "long-'range plans and the subsequent .

implementation strategies. i

As a consequence of ‘the cont'iﬁuous evaluation of ‘the 0SSP a major

portion of the resources, tlme, ‘people, and money for the 1971-72 pro:)ect

year have been reallocated to meet ‘the above mentloned needs of the

9 !
«

menber schools . ,

The format of this report divides the evalue.tion into three sections ’ '_

L)

each section describing the transactions and outcomes as they relate to
one speciﬁc 0SSP objective. Judgmental data are reported in each

section when applicable. | o _
. N -'\'\‘ N . ¢

The, congruehice between the intended transactions and tie obsewed
transactions is \assun\ed if~they are ,zepor_ted in one of the sections' or
in one of the first three tables (See Tables 1, 2, and 3). B

| }he logical continQency be‘tween- the intended antecedents, the .

intended transactions, and the intended outcanes 1n effect was established —
- /

—

/
" ‘when the Oregon Board of /Education -approved the OSSP for- operati.on and

P

./'_

funding in 1971-72. ' /(/‘/'

The congruonce——betﬁeen intended outcomes and observed ‘outcomes, and
/_’
the emplncal contlngency between obser(red antecedents, observed
-

transactions, and observed outcomes vill be reported in each of the ~

N

three sections whcre data are: avulable.~

The antecedent conditions which provide for the evolution of the

, existing OSSP are reported in the intxoduction to this evaluation report.

3

RSP ET SRR ELFICR Sop P-4

.
Sgand

vt . ool
.

A Sl Y’ il




e 0

R e

T

e

.

.

as:well as in the r;ecomendatidps of the 1971 Independent Evaluation.

\

Report of the OSSP. ™,

1l

Each section will contain impi'essions, con}:ents, and obs

1

ervations

made by the E.C. staff in »orde\r..tf; provoke thot{ght and further discussion

' of the data. -
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'INTENTS (OBJECTIVE )

INCREASE THEIR RECEPTIVITY

»

TO NEW AND' BETTER IDEAS IN EDUCATION

i
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Summer Institute
- B . e

"One of the responsibilities of the Oregon Small Schools ‘Program‘
(0ssP) is the dissemination of information to its member schools
redarding new techniques, innovative programs, and current educational
thinking."

The 197l Summer Institute sponsored by the OSSP snd held sf
Willamette University, Saleln, Oreqon hsd one hundred seventy-nine (l79)

registered participants. 'l'he five day institute started on June 14 and

was completed on June 18, 1971.  The institute provided a wide vsriety |

» * ¢

of sctivities end presentations. ‘A list of the ‘institute sctivities
‘and presentations appear in Appendix 8 of this docunent. v

The full context of each of the activities and presentstions is .
available in the ossp publicetion, COntemporsry Curriculmn for Small
' Schools, Report of a Summer’ lns‘t\itute, June 14-18, 1971, Willamette
University’, Salem_, Oregon. \ “

A questionnaire designed and administered by the 0SSP stsff was

distributed and acompleted on the fiml day of the institute (See

. ,Appendix C). An analysis of the responses to the questionneire indicates

‘the institute participants found the institute to be of "much" and
"some" value as opposed to being of "little value or of "none" vslue.
Questions four, five, and sis indicste the participants perceivsd the
’ wcrksnop "incr'sssed -their swsreness and receptivity" to new andv better
ideas in education snd at the same time helped ths participsnts "feel
' .' mo,re confident” to develop abjectives snd design progrns Question

six indicstes the participsnts felt they received the infcr-stiqn

- l

Sl

' necesssry to carry oﬁt the new techniques. (See Appendix D.T

- 12 -
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Distribution of Information

Another responsibility of the OSSP is to "distribute information

about successful innovative prdgraﬁa in small schools through newsletters,
® ' : : .

video tapes, and personal staff visits.". ’
The OSSP office has recorde& sixty letters gnd/ot phone -calls
requesting informatioﬁ_on printed material, places to visit, and OSSP

information. In 2ddition to this the OSSP office has distributed 750"

copies of Contegggra:z,Cufriculum for Small Schools, and 300 copiés of

the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, Promising Practices in

Small High Schools edited by Ray Talbert. Forty-six (46) films have

" been loaned from the OSSP 'library. The video tapes from the 1971 Summer

Institute have been loaned twenty-six (26).tkmés.
As a part of Twelve Régiqhal Conferences'(See'Appendicies H=-M)

n

Mr. Miller sfstematically'ahnounced to a totalﬂofl1,358 partiéipants
information about: ' fﬂ' ﬁ |

1.[ The Teacher Incentivc érant Program, ESEK;\TitlevIII.

2. The Title III Regiohal_Diﬁseminatioh Cdnferénces,_ . .-

3. .The availabilitywand purpose of Retrievel Dissemination

Center at the Oregon Board of ?ducation.
. 4. The a;ailability éna use of IQ* and other sources of |
. p:e4;ritten behavio;al objectivésl — ' _
In»a&dition~to the ﬁbove the §SSP has held two ;tate-wide conferences,

F

and many othg:,activities which ars reported in this doéumeht.’

-13-
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Matetials Avaihble for Loan

A list of mterials available for .'I.oan to OSSP menber sduools

appears in Appendix P of this docul\ent.
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INTENTS (oaasc'rxvs #2):

IMPLEMENT NEW PROGRAMS AND APPLY NEW TECHNIQUES

CONSISTENT WITH THE OREGON BOARD OF EDUCATION PRIORITY OBJECTIVES

AND WITH THE SPECIAL NEEDS OF THEIR DISTRICTS
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Individuwalizing Instruction and Group Leader Training

A September 30, 1971-meetidg of the Oregon Small Schools Progtem
Steering Ccﬁmittfe at Baket, Oregon approved a plan submitted by OSSP-
Coordinator, Mx. Donald Miller to assist OSSP hembet'sehools”deeign‘
individual "Steps TowardiGteatet individuali;ing."

In order to accomplish this goal the OSSP conducted these activities

-during the current project year:

1. Appointed an individualizing instruction team whieh has tﬁe o

task of defining'individualized instruction and the subsequent..

description of:its components:.
2. Retained Mr. James Hargis as the project's major consultaht.'
3. Developed an assessment instrument to‘be used by echools."

4. Trained 40:peop1e to gcg as group leaders in a series of

“

‘regional cqnfeteeces at which time school staffs wiil discuss

tﬁe individualizing‘plani complete a self-essesehent and draft
short-range ériotities. | | S
5. Held a meeting for OSSP schooi ptincipals.tovexplainlthe efforf'

and gain thelt commitment to the progtam.

6. Conducted 12 regional meetings during March and Aptll.

7. HelC a summer 1nst1tute in_June at which time teams from member .

schools planned the elements of the individualizind program
they will implement in_Septembet.

The first step in the development of this progtam.cohsieted of a- -

t

meeting of five (5) elementary school teachers; five (5) secondary school .
v . BRX

uteaghets, Snd two (2) administrators,_designated the Indiﬁidualizing -

3 Ve




v gy AT ot Y EAR 5% 8 A it it
,5(7:5,2 _r;q), _1\;':—'5 i <.,1 RoR o

-
Es

[
[
e
N
¥
1
1
[
8
I
|
3
1
r

o\

] Instruction Advisory Team.. The purpose of meeting on January 17, 1972

t e

\
\ , ,
\ . -
was to ptovid“e for participant dizection of the ptogtam.
'rhe Individualizing Insttuction Advisory Team -et again on
!‘ebruary 15, 1972 at the Sweetbriat Inn to complete its wotk on the
~ program to individualize instruction, set qoals. apptove a teacher
pte-aSsessmat, instzuinent,. design an administratozs" questionnaire,. and
write ob‘j’ectives. ‘
.'rh'e OSSP objectives for "Steps Toward Gteatet Ix{dividuali_zingm". of
inst_ruction as developed by;the team are:i'_ﬂ' : |
| | 1. Member cchools will assess. 'themselves_'.in re'spe_ct to the
individualizing in;ttuction mnodel gﬁitielinel._ This objective o
will be evaluated by having each teachet ccnplete the o \
| Individualizing Inst_ruction Pte-Ass_essment and tet\i:n it to |
the Oregon Smali‘ schools Ptogtaxh.l | 4
2. After cunpletion of tlie assessme_nt,l participating schools will :
estabiish inmediate'prioz'ities for gteater individualiziriq. _
3 Participating schools will estab.'lish long-range ptiorities for
gteatet individualizing. .
Objectives 2 and 3 will be evaluated b1 having the administratots

canplete the Admnist.ratozs Questi@aite. :

4, ,Participating schools will inplement their individualizing

-
— et .

. ptogtm in respect to their iu-ediate and long-range ptiotities.
. .
5, Schools vill participate in yearly evaluation of on-going

3 ‘ progtm -and te—anennent of prioritiel. .

. On Febtuary 16, 1972, fo:ty-five (45) ‘teachers were invited to the R

‘ ,&reetbriat Inn to ptepare thenselvel to serve ee gtow leadere du:ing

)
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_the twelve regienal meetings to be he'vld'“in March, April, and May (See

Appendicies H-M)

4

R

An evaluatlon instrument designed by Mr. Miller to assess the

. \»

effect of the February 16 gtoup leaders trainini yielded the follow1ng
results- '
‘1. 'rhirty-nlne {39) part:.cipants attended the meeting «and thirty-

eight (38) rerurned their evaluations. -

—

L

2. On a five point scale the partl ﬁhnts rated the presentations,

A '

as "clear" whi_ch was high,.on the s;:gle.
. 3. The response rated the éresenter as "highly competent."
4. When asked to respond to their "task" and "training" to be a

small 'group leadei; the responden'ts were a little less sure

(See Appendix G, Group Leader Training Seseion)._ . R
{ .
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-Evaluation of Regional Conferences .

~ distribution (.:ee Appendlx N).. . o o s

Regional Conferences S

P -
* . ;

' The purpose of the twelve (12) Regional Conferences can best be

'ascertained by reading the 6SSP' correspondence sent to Superintendents,

'Princ1pals, and SChool Board Chairmen on February 25, 1972. 1Included in

the correspondence is a document ftan Dr. Dale Parnell, Supenntendent

- of Pubhc.Instructlon; a schedule for the Spring Regional Conferences;

and a 'I'e’ntative Program for the Regional Conferences (See Appendicies

I-L). ”
“The OSSP staff designed an evaluation instrument employing a five

o
3

poin}t' scale offering the respondent a degree of choice ‘from one (1)

which was high to _five '(5) which was ‘low located in between a set of

bi-polar adj“ectives.. AR e

L4 P

The participants of the twelve (12) 'Regional"Conferences were

-

asked to complete the evaluation instrunent. deplgned and admmistered

-

- by the OSSP staff, at the end of each of the twelve (12) sesslons.

3

'rherewere- 1,358 participants in these reglonal ’meetlngs' and 1,070

eval-uations were retﬁrned The 0SSP staff did not statlst:l.cally analyze -

the data received on the evaluatlons other than comput:mg a frequency
X

Several generahzatlons can be ventured from the data as ;Lt stands.
1. Generally Lhe conferences were "h;ghly" successful for about

one-half. of the part:l.c}xpants. _

-

2.. About one-third of the participants rated the conferences as
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individual progress towards :I.nd:l.vidualiz:lng. .

. Pre-Assessment

/
/

- . . / ~ :
One of the items on the-agenda of the meetings for the Individualizing

Inltructioh Advisory Tean dn January 17 u{d !'ebiuary 15 was to develop an 4

J.nstrumnt wheteby the teachers of mwer schools could assess themselves . .

‘in respect to the individualizing :lnstruct:l.on model guidelines. Such an

1 .
antynt was developed with the uliltance of Mxr. James Hargis and

Y

Donald Miller.

The 0SSP Individualizing Instruction Pre-Assessment Instrument

- consists of tﬁénty-fdur (24) questions divided into seven (7) component

partl of the process of indiv:.dualizing.i 'rhe teacher is requ'estod to

: evaluate her progx:ess tovards :lndi.v:l.dualizing by tanld.nq herself on a

one (1) to five (5) po:lnf. scale. Qne (1) represénts the 1eut_progrels
tduda individualizing and f£ive (5) represents the llOlt- ptonjfes. towards
1ndiv1dualizing. R !

' The instrument was adninutored to the puticipantl o.. the twelve
(12) :eg:lonal uetingl (See Appendix O). A total of 1,358. quostionnaites
were diltrlbutod out of which 1,070 were returned and proceued.' |

The number of :elponus to each quelt:l.on will fluctuate due to the

fact that elementary teachets were asked not to respond to ceruin '

2

-~

queat:lons.‘ : | : C / |

The unique factor of this .instrument is the data storage systen

'v_vhic'h will illogv'j.hdividual_ schools, or grade levels, or subject areas

o ~ . T
of all OSSP schools, or req:lonl of OSSP schools to evaluate their

]

An analys:ll of the data will not bo oxplozed in t;his QOcmnt. It.

w111 be repotted to serxrve as a bueum for the 1972-73 OSSP evaluation.

- 921 =
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Semantic Differentiall

of a concept: by reting them on a set of l_:i-po‘ler_ adje‘rtiver scales

meaningful clusters and be usigned a plane in eemntic epece.

neqetive (the evaluative fector), st.ronq-veak (the peuncy fector) end

.- Hiller, the OSSP Coordinator, asked those in ettende-e to read the

1

S -

o

"The Senantic Differential is a techniqne for measiring the meaning

selected to repreeent hypothetical dimension in space. 'rhe distances

between there pomts is held to be proportionel to vhtever peychologicel

affinity between them is mediated by me‘ening."z,

Therefore, when concept¢ are differentiated, thq will torm

»
.

A cluster can be defined as a grouping of two or more concepts more —
P

related at a selected critical dietence to one anothex than they ere to '

.

concepts outside the criticel distmcel _

In s ] then, for the purpoees of this report conceptr are-

1. cmstere \28 measu_red-by_ the "critical dist-ce between these
concepts.

2. _Assigned to semantic spaoe es peeshred by a st of bi-poler

s

.

‘ edjectives .

'rhe bi-polar edjectives ueed on the OSSP eueu-t were poeitive-

active-passive (the activity factor) .

At the beginning of each of eleven (11) reqionel. leetinqe Doneld

’

Oeqood, Suci, 'rannenbem. The Measuremsnt of Heeng, Illini Booke, ) o
University of Illinois Pren, 1967. L _ R R e~

.

notfnn, John E._ An Anelxeir of Concegtr-Clueterr ie Se-nntic Inter-
Cmcg_t Space. Hebrew University, Haifa cOlleqe, Iernl. S P
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: 'rhe psrticipsnts vere asked to include their name and school; However

instructions and ccl\plete the 0SSP Semantic Differential (See Appendix Q)

they vere instructed the name was optional.
A total of l.158 qnestionnsires were returned out of 1,200

distributed; 'rhirty of the returned ques,’cionnaires were not prooessed

~ due to the respondents fail.ure to f.orlw instruct:.ons. Therefore, 1,128

of the OSSP and Leslie Holfe of Educational erdinstes, a representat:.ve

-of the factors of_"individuslizinq instruction" were identified as:
1. "Students Selection of Learning Goals;” 2. "Pre-Tests;" 3. "Students’

Needs:" 4. "Learning Rate;"” 5._""Individuslised‘lnstruction;"

questionnaires were processed. : _ S

The concepts chosen to be qessured were selbcted by Donald !lille\\

of the OSSP evaluation contractor. 'l'vo sets of concepts were selected.

The first set of concepts selected were identified to represent the

f_sctors of "individualizing i_nstruction. The concepts representative, T >

6. "Behaviorsl Objectives; 7" "'!vslustiom 8. "Prescription
Instruction; 9. "Students Choose Learning Activities; 10. "Challenged

Courses;" and 11. "cOntinuous Progress.

The concepts_selected to be part of the usessment which are not

factors specifically related to the individuslizing of mstruction are:

1. "Education;” 2. "Subject Matter;" 3. "Discipline; and 4. "Me "

v

/

3Due to printing and prepsrat:.on pr(blems the Senntic Dift’erenti..l
‘was not used at one of the twelve regionsl neetings. S

-~

L. .

N - 2431
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‘Analysis of Semantic Differential Data .

&

. Tt

An lnalysis of the data finds that'the 1,128 administrators and ' : ‘ .
teachets of the 0SSP who returned the questionna.ltes asslgned the

"concepts into two distinct gtoupc. Lo - . N I

e )

' value, lowest activ:.ty. and laast potency are the concepts of Student

' Objectives.

‘ interual. ,

” 'A third and poorly defined group includes .,th:os_e concepts vhé:t-e\' N\

The group of cqncgp_tﬁ_nt_e_d_by_the_zespondents—as—be—tnq—M«leas*

Selection of Leuning. Goals. E;aviornl Objectives, Preécr;ption

Instruction, Students C\hoose Leai'ning,lctivities. ‘and challenged Courses.

v

All of- the afotementioned concepts clustered around the main

otganiz:mg concept of Students choose Lenrn:.ng Activa.txes at the 40

"y
percent confidence interval w;th‘one except:.on, the concept of Behavioral ’ ‘ T

The second group of concepts seen u being of hiqh value, of h:.gh
_potency, and of hiqh activity are the conceptl of Continuous Progtesa, :
Discipllne, Me, Education, and Students Needc.,' _ e
The second group of concepts clustered vith the concept of Continuous '

Ptogress at the 40 percent confidence 1ntorva1. ‘rhe concept of Dlsciphne, -

Education, and Continuous Progress clustered nt the 25 percent confidence

o

someplace in betxeen the "'most valued” group and the "least valuea" group.

The thu'd gzoup includes thc conceptc of Pte-‘test, Leu'ni.nq Rate, Subject
Matter, , Individuahzed Imtruction, and lvnluntion. _
It is Létetestmg to note the tccpcndentc d:ld not .dentify and

cluster any {conceptc.at, the 20 percont confi,dence,intervel;
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At the 25 percent confidence’ level three tws cluster groups are .

~ 4

.formed. Student Selection of Learning Goals and Students Chuose Learning

Activ:.ties clustered and were rated as be:.ng of .x.ow value, 10{1 activity, E

and low potency. The concept 3 of Education and Continuous Progress were

(

clustexed together and ranked as being of high value, of high activity,

a3

”"'aﬁd*oTh'ﬁh'potency. Subject. Matter and DiScipline were clustered and

: . . A M A
rated as high activity, high potency, and high value, (See Tables 4 and 5) ‘

Interpretation. .

'rhe _above data squests several.- needs that the 'OSSP and its
consultants, teachers, and administrators should consider over the next -
year. |

It eppeers that the'resoonder_n':s do no.t associate with the .componeni‘:.

parts of a process to individualize instruction. To go one step further,

the respondents view:two very ilportah£ factors of the i:ndividuolizihg'

R T R I AN T e e

~: SRS ::-._i.‘f i ,-«‘,gvu‘ 3'{‘?»

process, Student Selection of Learning/Gools and Students Choose Learning
Activiries, as not beino of value, of low activity, and of low potency. l

The data appears to suggest a minimum of three' very critice,l tasks

-’

-

which need to be performed by the OSSP and its puticipa.nts:
1. The OSSP needs to ‘help the respondents develop a pos:.tive attxtude
"~ towards all of the cosponent part;s of the prooess to individualize
' instruction. | , - | |
2. ‘The OSSP needs to build a strong relationship'.betweeﬁ;ﬂme
conponeht ;‘:»arts'of the précesses to individualize‘ij;;struction;
3. The OSSP needs to 1dentify thou processes which retard movement

xv )
towards thé indxvxdualiung of instruct:.on. }

- T '26..; ‘;:.;
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‘Oregon _School Boards Association small Schools Meeting - ’ B . ;

The Oregon ‘School Boards Asso:tiation (0SBA) arranged a ‘s'pec-ir-l
program with the cooperation of ti'.e OSSP. The progr'am elphuized

creative prograu offered in small schooll. ’rhe following program

» opportmit:les were offered for the part:lcipants' selection:

Section Meetings: - K o - " L -

1. Dayi:onfs E@orimntafl' f’rojeot . - - | £ .
| Francis Dumr, Superintende_nt | a |
Arnold ﬁoilbach, Teacher |

e , nrs'. nn Evers; Board Chaiman

L ]
2. .Hereford-Unity/Huntington Career Education’ Progrann vith.
- Treasure Vaney Comunity Coneqe

-

Robert Savage, Superintendent . ‘ o

3. Dufur: Sdiool-éc@nnity Library
r," ' . . .
. Norman Hnllett, Superintendent
4. - Shernan Union High SChool Career visitation Proqrn

Joe Dellarch, Slperintondent

(' There was no_t. a formal 'eva.l;y_-.'!:iam‘ of tlho séct;ion meetings. _ e

.;n_lcidition to the ioction noeﬂnqs ‘the 0SSP sponsored a spoc':hi - o
breakfast for small schools people vhich' Vu;atteridcd by: fortyvﬂtroé (43) .
School Bocrd !hlbers, thirty—three (33) sQerintendontc, threc (3) I

Superintendenta, and two (2) Principals.
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Summer Institute Group Leader Training

On May 19 and 20, 1972 the OSSP held a special training session
to prepare group leaders to work with the 1972 Summer Institute

partiéipants. This special. training session was held. to prepare the

tv)enty-.ﬂve 'leaders to wori with the materials developed by Educational

e

Associates of Milvaukee, Wisconsin.

There were no evaluations of the above training session. The

v -

1972-73 évaiﬁg'tion Of the OSSP will provide some. :l.nsight‘ in.g:o the

K]

‘design and effectiveness.of this ptogt.'am.

[

4




Administrators’ Conference

[

-

!- '“ ' ' At a March 1, 19.7,2 conference of school administrato_rs farty-four
L g ' ' .administratoré 'gut of fifty-six indicated they wezfe enth\isiastic about -
. . | the OSSP'plan for "éteps Toward Greater Indiv.idua'liaing'" a;'ld‘they ‘
'} ( I. intended to make a commitment to its implemngation. : .
0 . - : , _
= {\) . An evaluation instrument using a set of bi-polar ad3ect1ves |
located at opposite ends of a five (5__) point scale with one (1) as a A
‘ high rating and‘ ,fi\)e (5) as a lot tating was designed and administered
| : R : by the OSSP staff. (See Appendix v.) X
}"\[\\ o Participant responses to question- "A" appéar to indicate a litt.'i.e
E II— T 'confusmn; however, responses to quest:.on npg" indicate overwhelming - o
; | ' confidence in the "presentors competence. Responses to question "C"' o
; t indic;ate a slight split between about half of the participants who are r
;(;’ L very entbusxastic andlthose 'who are ailittle less enthusxastic (See o
‘ L Appendix W) . . -
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"‘Additional 'Activities

. . In addition to its many other a'ctivities tﬁe OSSP has provided .
1 C ‘
special assistance kto twenty (20) people on] the vOcational Advisory
/

Council of the Crc; Applegate School District; sixteen (16) instructors

at the Falls City School District; and twenr:y (20) teachers at MaclLaren . e o
School- for Boys. ) - ’

3

These activities were not formally evallua'ted. However, it speaks -. ’

well of the 0SSP to note all these schools are sending participants

i 2

| to the OSSP 1972 Summer Ins!:itute.
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Visitation Program

During t.he nonths of Septeuber, 1971 through February, 1972,

Mr. Donald F. mller, Coordinator of the OSSP anais administrative
assistant, Mrs. Donald F. Miller spent over thirty days traveling and
.visiting OSSP med)er schools and proepective OSSP member schools. The
'obJectives of these visits were to: |
1. Disseminate new ideas or mterials,
2. Assist in the identification of the unigue needsAof member

schools,

-
3

3. Help clarify Oregon Board of Education goals, policies and
procedures , - _ I
4. Serve as a general consultive resource,

5. Enlist new schools into the 0SSP, and

. 6. P_ro;ride a follow-up study on the effectiveneee of_ the OSSP
| S_unmer'lInstitute. | | |
The project evailuetor_s designed two instruments to be uted by the
coordinator and his adninistrative usistent during the on-site visits oL

The Visitation Log (See Appendix X) was constructed to,pregister the aize

of the school, the number on the eteft, ‘the hours spent - on. ‘each -

visitation, the n r of persons contacted. the type and amount of -

materials distributed, the verbal informetion conveyed, the consultive .

help given, and the informal assessment of the schools needs.

The second instrtment, the OSSP Checklist, vas designed to
o systematically collect fouou-up information regarding the upleuntation

of,speciai projects generated by thoee wr}/attended the 1971 Swmmer

- &




- L S Institute (See Appendix Yi . A total of 108 worksh'op participants were

interviewed ‘on these visitations. This represented a sample of 60.3% of
X LN < )

L -/
thos‘éwho attended the 1971 Summer Institute.

’

'me QCSP Checklist listed ninety (90) or 83% of the .OB participants -

interviewed 1ntended to implement a new project as the result of the

summer institute.

b ‘: oy The Visitation Log registered seventeen (17) participants did not

intend to implement a new program. Two (2) of the seventeen (17) who did

not intend ic implement i new project gave as a reason that "they were

[ ‘ satisfiéd/wi}:h what they were doing." Two (2) said the summer institute
[ » did not present any ideas they wanted to try. Seven (7) said they aid -
v . @ . .
not have time to plan and prepare. Five (5) gave other reasons. - . .

' f Of the mne\ty (90) people who said they had planned to ilplement a
new’ project as the result of the OSSP Summner Institute ten (10) said,

during»the follow-up visits by the Millers, that they Lave not or wiii .

P not now’implx-ement a.project. 'rhree (3) of the ten (10) said the resources_ : B R
' , | were not. available, while two (2) said it was due to some organintional _ L

! o f_actor. Four (4) gave personal reasons nymg there was no time to prepare
. or some other reason. .,'One (1) person was identified as not having given
r ’ a response. T _ ' . : ‘ i . : ' L

'~ ) ' The third party' evaluators conducted a followup interview of a - - .

random sample 'of the OSSP Summer Institute -participants who completed the

r ' . ‘OSSP Checklist. The results of the follov-up interviews are reported

under the heading Third- Party Random Sample Intervxews.

[ ’ - An analysz.s of the data recorded on- the VJ.Sitation Logs by the
[ S '~—H111ers is s\mmarized _as follows: R » " -

v B




1. Seventy-fout (74) adiinistratore' were personally contacted;
-2. Two hundred (200) faculty members were personally contacted. _ . 2
L' C a3, Twenty-eight (28) ptudents were interviewed. o S - N a
1-:"\\ - o L " . 4 Five. (5) board uweu and others were contacted
} r ' ‘ A total of 307 people were contacted by the Hillers as part of the .
- OSSP visitation program. . - ' i
1. A summary of the materials dietributed, verbal information conveyed, t: '.
: * ' Co consultive help offered and the infomal assessment of school needs is "
‘ . L ‘ available in Appendix X of this document. . . R S - /
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EValuation of Visitation Program !’X. Administrators

As part of the evaluation of the OSSP Visitation Program all of the .

adl\iniatrators of the OSSP schools viaited by Mr. Miller during the.

| months of Septower, 1971 through !‘ebruary, 1972 were asked to evaluate

the effectiveneae of the visitation program,

The evaluators designed a queationnaire to be answered on a twenty

point Likert-type ecale with a atandard aet nf ane\vet alternativea (See

'.AppehdixZ).' o "’.'

The questionnaires ‘were mailed to forty-eight (48) adniniatrators )

during MayTEereka after the mailing of the first questionnaire
a foliou-up queationnaire was poated to thoae who did not reapond to the
first a\ailing. A total of 37 out of tlie 48 adniniatrators repliod.

The. returna were compiled into three groupe. A -ean andletandartll '
devi.ation were eomputed for each of the three qrouph. One qroup e

represented the responeea of the ahiniatratora Ileat of the Caaoade

-Hountainl (See Table 6) . 'rhe' second group repreaentet_l the reapondents

. East of the Cascades (See Table 7). The third group cdained responses

AN .t

*_from boﬂi groups (See Table 8).

‘An analysia of the data squeata thatz e o -
1. ' Those reepondinq felt tha vieitation program did disseninate
e "some" new ideaa and latariala. ‘ .

A further breakdovn of the responses. to the firat queation :

.found ‘no obvious ditferences betveen the responaea of the

adninistrators ant of the Cascades when colpared to the

: relponses of the adlniniatratori Hest .of. the Caacadoa._ o **
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: unique needs of the school to "some"” extent.

‘mean -response to this question of ’I 46 and a standard deviation.

»
The visitation p'roqranedid assist in the identification of

Again there vere

" no differences betveen the tesponses of the administtators East

of the Cascades and the responses of the administtators West of

the Cascades .

"~ The visitation ptoqran aid appear to Help clarify Oregon Board-

of Education goals, policies. and procedutes to sone" extent,

'rhe administrators West of th Cascades responded with a

of 4.72. K Q R

1 Text Provid

. nean of 9.62 with a standard deviation of 4.27. |

The visitation did to "some"

' resources. o ' ' . e

'to question four with a mean of 9. 84 and a standard deviation

Of ‘ “s B : . ! . , . ' . : ' T . .—‘«..

_"substantial amount" of general consultive assistance.
5.‘,

- . visitation progran should ranain at "about ths s.e

The adninistrators East of the Cascades tesponded with a

There appears to be a significant difference in the
responses to:this question. . g -

extent provide general consultive

Again the ahinistratots West of the Cascadas responded

L e

. The administrators East of the Cascades responded vith a .

mean of 11 00 and a standard deviation of 3. 89.r

'l‘he tasponses :

of the admnisttators East of the Cascadee indicate a . -

'rhe responses to question nusber five indicate that« the _

leval.-

<&,

"_ A complete statistical analysis of the data including the cmnts
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Comments:

i 1

Interptetation of the data appears to suqqest the administ.utors

. East of the Cascades genetally found the OSSP visitation to be mote

-effect:.ve and useful than theit counterparts West of the Cascades.

the Cascadel, duye pethaps to- theit telative distmce fton the o:egon

v ~.sfm

A » One intetptetat:.on of the data luqqelts the adminintutou East of

Board of Education /(OB_E) and other resources, have a need to have %gntadt

/.

T B N S R [

/

/ .

4

2,

@

Apparently the adminutratou Hest of the Ca-cades did not feel they

_needed . contact to the same deqree.

/

If the v:.sitat:.on program il to continue as part of the ossp for the

1972-73 school year thete are levenl conlidotat:.onl the éteeting Counittee

of the-OSSP should ducuss.

1., what is the cost of the visitatidn program wheh one comutes

Fa the sahry of Hr. and Mrs. Hiller, their pet diem and mileage,.

tiles fozty (40) working days? The fiqute fotty votking days

- was selected to allow for thirty (30) days for visitations and

‘ten (10) days for brgparation,

2. 'What services stated Vin-perfo'rlance terms does the ‘Steerinq-

Couuttee expect t:.he visitation pzoqram to deliver?

.
3. Hhat are the unique needs of the ad-inxstxators and teachetl.

if any, East of the Cascadel? l!ou can these needl best be

served?
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‘program of individualized 1nstruction.

" In regards to cooperation between the high school and surrounding

-to. visit.

TABLE 9

_ COMMENTS TO QUESTIONS
ADMINISTRATORS WEST OF THE CASCADES

To what extent did the visitation by Mr. Miller dissenunate new ideas
or materials?, Co

We discussed the use of videotape recorders in the educational
program,

His familiarity w1th vhat other schools are doing allowed us
communication, However, we haven't had the opportunity to pur%
contacts.

Other sources for mterials and schools to visit for on the spot

We talked about individualizing. o * o SN

Mentioned specific curri.cular programs that would be helpful in
implementing in our. district. "

Suggested contact:mg Department for curriculum information in regard -

to a girls' shop class. i

Very brief on indivxdualized instruction.

Most helpful in providing materials and films. Have filled four
requests very promptly. -

grade schools.

T

Reading program at Woodbutn Elementary 5chools._
Grants Pass Individualized Approach. , .

.

Most of the visitation consisted of ask:mg what we were doing with :
ich-wtalked in stmer small schools conference. o -
. . :

We discussed gomg into -the community to learn as my particular - o 1
group did last summer. ' '

Left-mte'rials regarding other proqrams.‘

Elementary 1nvolvement in program, . . - ' )
Fish ‘farm assistance eventually realized. - S A

v oo B
Sent materials relating to industrial arts. Suggestead what schodls
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'Po what extent did the visitation by Mr. Miller assist you in the

identification of the unique nceds of your school that might be met
by the Oregon Small Schools Program?

”

"Mr., Miller is a good listenexr. He tried to. assess our _neede after

hearing us describe our community, finances, current curriculum and
financing. He evaluated our scheduling and encouraged us to continue
our efforts to indivulualize instruqtion.

Possibility of 1ndividualized mstruction program between grades and
teachers.,

He informed me of the special programs provided by the OSSP.
Recognized some good programs - gave encoﬁragement.

Gave us the names of other small schools to be vmited that were
doing a good job in-arecs we were interested in. :

-

Objectives for Language Arts program.

Team teaching - individualized instruction

~ Motor Fitness - Readiness Program - First Grade

1 )

One idea wvas we'_were probably small Peno_ugh (41) so that we could
readily teach the individua;l-'edncapion people were prescribing.

We discussed the fact that the "un’i‘qﬁe needs" of our school have beent
met best when our faculty attended as a group. In 1970 more cooper-

, ation among faculty members was noted.

[




3. To what extent did the visitation by Mr. Miller help to ciatify
Oregon Board of Education goals, policies or-procedures?

He informed me that his role was to help the petsonnel of the 0SSP
become fanu.liaz with the programs thtoughout the state.
Mr. Millexr ™t was well qual:ified to describe curriculum standards and
staffing patterns, gcheduling, etc., for the small high school -
we did get into specifics on these items. :

Explanation of small schoOls program was given. -

He stressed goals in career education which a small school could
push for. We probably could streSs coulnercial and construction.

We discussed the :unplications of "accountability" to small schools.

Goals seemed to have more relevance and direct meaning in teference -
to "small schools." R

e
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To what extent d4did Mr. Miller'o v:l.sn: prdvlde you with a general
consultive resource? . L ey .

‘His initial visit didn't, but since that time he has informed me of .

schools which are operating ptograns in which we are interelted.

Assisted in receiving tesoutce material and identifying schools who
had programs that ve have interest :l.n.

»

_ Mr. Miller's current undeutanding of ‘educational progrms throughout
- the state, plus financial support, and leadership makes his visits

very profitable. I don't think Mr. Miller expects to revolutionize

, progrm or people vhen visiting, just be good solid help.

Video tape and panel fron Warrenton and Colton of teachers.
Made me aware of the progrn lnd :l.to functions.
Awareness of lervicel available md nter:l.als. _

I can't remember cpec:l.f:l.c th:l.ngs but do remember discussing plans and
improvements. ;

\

Speaker for oux disti'ict-wide inservice.
Infomation concerning individuanzed instruction.
Follow-up on Sumner WOrkchop.

Recmndat_io_n for curriculum and .d:edunng changes.

Mr. and Mrs. Miller are the only representation of the State Dept.
who have visited :this year for any reason. We have not asked the

Others to call so it would not follov thlt they wouldn't come.

v

" This was our most conptehenl:lve setv:l.ce fron a total diltrict v:l.ew '

that we have received. : _ : o
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Additional Comments:

I feel\ that it is eblolutely necessary 4hat Don continue to get out
- in the ield and see first hand how small schools are running today.’

This questionnaire has come so late in the year I honeetly can't
give an eccutete accounting of Don Miller's visitation. . .When he
vigited 1ut fall I felt he operated in the building at a highly
ptofeuionel level. When we discussed needs of the building he was
very helpful to supply contacts, etc. We also discussed sumer OSSP
workshop needl for our building. Our whole staff plans to attend
this summer's workshop on individuelizing instruction.

‘ihe visit to our school was helpful. He enjoy hevinq Mr. Millex

visit and pass on information from his contacts around the state.
»

1 do not recall a vieit to our school.

The eveluation would be more leaningful if it £olloved the ti-e ot

visitation more closely. Mr. Miller was very eolicitoue and willing
to be of essietence. ,

Send this gueetionnaite imedietely efter ‘the visitation.

I’'have been trying to reach Mr. Hillet fot the peet tvo veekl.v
has always been out of the office. Whoever answers the phone“knous
svery little as to what is going on. . '
// .
I The eucceu of this program requiree co-mnicetion betveen ptoject
i cootdimtore and-schools.

We could use Mr. Miller's help and advice more often. I knoe that

s -he has many schools to cover end feele ﬂxet his time_in vieitetione
/ should be increased..

Need for more pzinted uteriel, thet which would be mailed other than
the bulletin. '

.(.4"
Ty

"~ I feel thet this ptognn should defin ly be continued

A' 1 believe in and will continue to use the eetvices of the Smell Schoole.'

Ptogrem. e
\Llike to see Don get into the nchoole.
Anto existing situations that he could not otherwise underetand
Scmetinee he sees things that echool principale niee._ .
"rhe mll school has many proble- Cmmeeling or convincing the _
stall town boy or girl he should seek more education. or -set highez o

L g_cele. A progzu to encounge educetienel excellence would help

(Y

S 2

I think he can get an _inlight




items were incidental to-the=visit:— Out—di_ftict has been
with the small schools program for a number of years. The
and information mailed to the district has been of general

our school
nesociated
newsletter -
assistance

' ~give a better reaction.

1 cen contact Don Miller vhen I ﬁave a problem, ‘Thirty days to

© clarified the program.

-in keeping us informed of the progress of the program in general.
The other questionnaires were individuale in the district that were
contacted on his visit.

He was hete for 1unch and didn’t go into areas described in items c B I
1-4 with us here. More time was spent at Lincoln and they could S

travel is (perhaps) a waete. _

Since I have attended the last three Small Schools susmer ptograms ,
and have had numerous discuuione with Mr. Miller, we tended to just
visit. I have quite a £ile . of materials obtained from Mr. Miller in
"the past. ne discussed the peper 1 wrote for the progrell last year.

. Mr. Miller's visit seened to be a contact with us and a qenetal
‘explanation of the 0SSP program. I tound it helpful as the visit.

‘The visitation made Don avare of our programs and needs and he then
gave us imediete suggestions, eltematives, and resource contacts.

Mr. Miller is interested and helptul. I eppreeiete his' leadership
with 0SSP. o s -
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" TABLE 10

i COMMENTS~TO" QUEs'rmNS”_“" .
ADMINISTRATORS EAST OF THE CASCADES

To what extent did the visitation by Mr. Hillet disseminate hew ideasﬁ :
- or materials? /

{
e [

Ptovided lutenals on nini-courses. 5

| uateriels on individunliud inst:uction.

Explained 0SSP program and 'ritIE 111 Incentive Grmts.

Helped to reinforce my" application for welding and sewing.

'Resulted in summer math project.
‘Individualized instruction.

Discussion of followup of previous summer workshop at Willamette.. .
Solicited ideas for s.8. regional.

To what extent did’ the visitation by Mr. Miller assist you in the
identification of the unique needs of your school that might be met
by the Oteéon SIlall Schooll Proqtan?

: ‘rhrough Hr. Millet, ve set up several. visitations with schools our .

size to evaluate curriculum and facilities.

. ‘
- : :

Teacher visitations. :

* Individualized instruction encouragement.

To what extent did the visitation by Mr. Miller- hel.p to clarify
Oregon Board of Education goele, policiel or ptocedutes?

- . . 4 ‘ d
Helped to know that State Dept. is intetested in getting out of a -

L tut n .

‘Mentioned b;haviotal_ objectives.

Al
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%ﬁf';:"""""'_“*’". ’;”"‘4. “To what extnnt ‘aid’ !4:. nillet '8 visié_ p;*c;;vide'yoﬁ with a. genetal
: "~ consultive resourco? . L . 4
Retrieval C/e/nte'z_'.- : ' - T | '
6. Additional Coumen_tsi R \
o
b 4 feel the response to the Small Schools In-lervice, such a8 conducted
B ‘ “this spting are far more beneficial with greater lasfing e!fects., The ‘
et — i MY ‘Miller has to spend is too limited to convey his ideas and
direction to the staff. I feel a staff must be motivated to come - ‘
| forth, rather than for the administrator to the staff. -The in-service - o
SR progtam obtains _these_kinds of goall. , . o 1
_ Very necessary. . ” ‘
L ' L L o %
It was vo_rthyhile having Mr. Miller visit our school. ‘o . Coe T o
=
o _ q‘
~.
. . H
W
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Third P;rty Random SQiQ Inter_vieu"

Tha Educational Coordinates sta‘f;f'condncted an .o.n-site interview of
‘a thir,ty (30%) percent random sample of the one hun_died and, eight
teachers and administrators who completed the OSSP chécklist.' The one

hundred and"e.ight pebple who couéleted the 0SSP checklist were the

tandomly selected participants of" the 1971 OSSP Summer Institute
- . . .
interviewed-v by Mr. Miner.
#

A total of thlrty-thtee (33) teachers and six (6) admm:l.strators
in thirty-one _(31) schools were interviewed on-sxte by the Educational '
Coordinates staff. .

. The putpose of the 6n,-site visits and interviews was to:

" : N 1, Provide an analysis of the factors which f.ac111tate or inhiblt

. the implementation of a planned project.
" . _ - 2. Suggest inplications for future conlideration of the OSSP,

. The project evaluators deﬁ.ned two factors in a school system which

' :would faciiitate or inhibit the iqlementation of a project. One of the ’

factors defined for in-depth que.tioninq was the "human factor." The

-\4 A—I

human factor was defined to include all th_ose perceived interactions the
fi° . interviewee had within himself and with other people as based on the
| perceived needs of the interviewee. This included interactions of the |

P . _ interviewee ‘with students, parents, outside agencies as people, community

. , members, boar’d members ; a&nihistratovs, and fellow teachers.

S -~ . The second factor was identified as the orgmizat.ional factor.”
ﬁ . V ‘ ‘The otgam.zatxonal factor mcludes the allocat:.on and dlstribution of
the school's resources, the availabllity'of equipment, the-buscs, the o

rooms., the furniture, the supplies, tnd ‘the.'students and teachers as




determined by . the school schedule. .\\,'_

The identification and definition of the two factors follow closely
the research and work of Rensis Likert at the;_\__Institute of chxal.Research’,

University of Michigan, 1

~,

' ' LN
The questioning strategies and recording procedures followed the -
AN :

procedhres as outlined for field studies by the Inter\;iewer's Manual. 2
: . N

N

Results o£ Random Sagple Interviews ' : - , -/

The results of the on—site random sample interviews revealex:hat

eighty (80%) percent of those interviewed who said they intended to
implement a new project as a result of the 0SSP Summer Ins tute did ia

some degree implement a new project. -

The degree of implementation was virtually impossible to £ix due

/

: ‘ o . A . /.
to several factors. /

When the teachers were asked,:"have you, or are you: now, or do you

plan to implement the project you planned at tbe OSSP Summer Institute?"
. , . / .
tueir responses were: ) - / ' ‘
1. Thirty (30%) percent said they had already mplemented their

. '/
‘ project. - : /
; : /

- 2. Fifty (50%) percent said they had or were going to integrate

=

the plmned project into the ex:.sting curricu].um

/ I
3. Twenty (20%) perv:ent said they were not going to implement their -

1Likert:, Rensis, The Human Orga-uzation, McGraw Hill Book COmpany,
ﬁ o New York, 1964.

: _ 2Interviwer's.l*lanual, Surgey Research Center, Inetithte "of 'vSocial
E a Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, May, 1969.

_$h
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bllﬁned project, |
- when teachers‘-wete asked, "do you have an evaluation of'your prbj_ect?" .
their answers were: .
1. Ninety (90\) percent, yes.
- 2. Ten (10%) pe;:cer.nt, no.

Extensive probi.n_'g » however, on the part of the v'-'in.tetviewers found

| . very few teachers with evaluative evidencé other than subjective judgment.

" The pfoject evaluators found ﬂlaﬁ ninety (90%) percent of the

interviewees indicated £he sumer i.n’stitute did not stimulate a new idea
oz: program but it afforded them ah opportunlty for planning and an
oppottunity to’ consult with resource peuons. Further questioning . E e
revealed the interviewees came to the 0SSP Summer Institute with a pro;)ect
in mma and the insti.tute provided the stimulation for its iuplementation._
Questioniqg ylhich led to\ the .explouti.on olf the human factors which
ii'ﬂ':ibited or faciiitgt_:ed the implementation .'-of pro:f.e_c_t; ;eveqled that: .
1. The OSSP and Mr. and Mrs., Miller were mentioned t'wenty-t;l‘xreé‘ (23) -
! times or by 58\ of the ihtc;vieﬁges as bginglfupéortive and a
pla(;e where ti1ey cmlld go to get issist;ange. ;:kai\ple's of .
vassistanc"e were listed as:’ . .
a. F;ve ‘(5) t:each'e.rs 1i§te;_i immediate r;'esponse to f.elephone - “
't.equests.- | » | o |
b. Five (5) admin_istz;ators' listfec# immediate response to
feljephone reqtl\ests.
c. ,.six (6) teachers and ﬁhree (3) _administr'afdis mentioned -
the i_mediate response to céorreséondence. |

d.. Ten (10) ‘teachers mentioned materials received from the 0SSP. \.




B -

! \ | , e. Nineté'en (19) teachers mentic;ned the ‘OSSP vis_itétion I'Jrogram.v
' 3 o £. Fitteé_n (].5) teachdrq mentionéd the OSSP regiénal progranms.

Lf - j g. Fourteen (14) teachers mentioned the OSSP Summer Institute.

L .+ 2. six (6) or 100% of the administrators inten_riev.led mentioned the
(’ : | - prompt response ta,ini;uiries fpt assistance provided by. the 0SSP.

Twenty-five (25) or 78% of the teachers perceived their

A.

b.

‘C.

a.

b.

C.

administrators as being supportive:

Nine ‘(Q)Yncidenceé of verbal s\'xpport were mention.e'd._.

Teﬁ (10) 'times : the administrator was xﬁ'entioned as someone
you could "talkl to." |
Ten. (10) times the administtator was credited with help:.ng

“think" through the project.

Eleven (1l) times he was listed as having ptovided some

Tesource,

.

'Staff'cooperation 'was listed by: tén (10) or -33% of the teachers
as a facilitating force.  Types of cooperation were identified
. ass ‘

Five (5) incxdencel of. someone to "talk to."

Three (3) times another l\euber told me I was doing a good
job.

Four (4) incideri‘t:es of offerinq help.

N Support of the comunity and school board was mentioned aﬁ

€I

fac:.litatan factor by ten (10) or 33t of the teachers. .

The two most often mentioned inhibiting human factorsl were th¢

teachers self-confessed questioning of her own skills and the lack of

support of . the school administrator. Twenty-five (25) or 78% of‘jthe
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teachers 1nterv1¢wed mentioned they were concerned about their own .

abi hty

and twenty-five (25) times they conmented about the lack of

Ta

administrative support.

o oﬂl

1.

er human t';ctors inhibiting new programs .weré “'listed as:
Fifteen ;15_) teachers mentioned needing help in working ﬁith
groups of students. =

Fifteen (_1:5‘)._ teachérs_mentioned needing help recruiting,
training, and work:ing with volunteer teacher aides.

Seven (7)‘teachers rsaid thp& wére reluctant to ask for help
from others. |

Five (5) teachers mentioned their administrator did not

understand what individualizing instruction meant.

-Ten (10) teachers mentioned thne administrator was an inhibiting

force or discouraging force.

Fiye (5) -teachers mentioned-the 'adlninistrator doesn't care what

'I dO. ) . ) ) ". ) )

Five (5) teachers said their) administrator 4a-n't'-’-sqméone they -
could go talk to.

Three: (3) teachers said the ddministrator alvays assumes his

ideas are the be"st_.

Five (5) teachers expressed a need to improve evaluatién skills.

]

Ten (10) teachers mentioned the impact on personal time to

execute a new project.

' Organigational chtors mentioned by twenty-two (22')__or 70% of the

T

teachers as being supportive of new proqrams vere hsted as:

Fwe (5) teachers received additional planning t:une

“E ;:

- 60 -
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2. Four (4) teachers mentioned they were given time to heip'other

-
e et — R oot * S

. teachers.

3. Four (4.)', teachers mentioned the flexibility of the, schedule.:

4.‘\ six (6 ‘,tea ers 'menti-oned they were paid to gci"t".o the OSSlszl;
| Suﬁer Institut;e.‘"""” | | e ’
5. E':_ight (8) teé’éim‘ers mentioned they had all the' supplies and | .
materials they needed. | ' 7 _, :
6. Sik ('6) t.eachers said they were able to g-ive students c;*;edit i V. : 1' = 1

\ i
\, . . ¢

- i

for new prdjecﬁs: .
'Organizationa'l factors expressed by_.fifteen 1(‘15) or 46% of ‘fhe ‘

teachers as inhibiting new progréups wvere'blistedv és: " ) '\.

1. Three_ (3) _teachefs said there 'was a lack of material.

2, Ten (10) teachers mentioned therschool class échedule. : -
3. six (6) teachers listed transportation as a factor.

4.  Five (5) listed state regulations.

- I ' . ) ‘. ' . ’
. . LI . '. s , T ° ’ A )
. ‘ -, t - M X PN

", Comments: °* o, . o N ' s
-—.___ - ‘ . . } \ . L . N _ // 'é}
. - ' It is espétially 'i'ntei'eSting_ to note the very few limiting organiza- )

tional factors exp_resséd by the. interviewees. Most often the respondents
" indicated thef had “enough- éu_ lies or, equipment or they were resigned.to

the -fact they weren't going:.to get more. - A yeneral imp:essign/was_ a very

-

positive attitude to attempt to make what they had/ work"."'.- They'.wanted to
A . . . . [ . . " S0 . ’
know how to individualize instruction with the resources their district
N . . . . . . . »_" 2 .

_could afford.

The most often’ n_\ehtioned organizational factor limiting the
_ : ) _ , .
Cy

e
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~ safe to learn and_ grow by trying new techniques or ptojects.

.....

g

b . P B, — A
implementation of a new project was the rigidity of the class schedule.

It is also vialportant to hote that four teachers mentioned the class

K
Ly

scheduie ,‘as' a facilitating force. All four teachers were from different
s9h0015. - ' . T v

The most powerful and telling story is the fact that teachers readily

admitted they ,we"'res concerned about ltheit own skills, They appeared to be |

«

' positive and wantec_!gto grow .and try new things, but their perception of
: # o ' » .

Vo
ot

the support or lack of support of the school administrator was the most

¢ K 3

[y

—

potent force in establ:.shmg their d:.rect:n.on.

Sixty-five (65) tlmes the teachers mentioned the support or lack of

‘ ;‘} l-‘ F

suppprt of the administrator as“the primary force facilitating or inhib-
iting their new project. S‘chooll boards, community, and ‘other staff

members followed the administrator as a factor inhibiting or fostering,

" the gro(:rth of a new-prdject.

»
r/ 1

. It appears, then, that one of the most :l.mportant tasks for the . —

school admuusttator is to create an env:l.ronment where. teachers feel
-'-.'I/'.'\I"- .

Abraham Maslow speaks to the conditions which foster growth and_

'change in Chapter Four, page forty-four of his book, Towaids a Psychology

of Being. 1

In this section he notes:

"Every human being has both sets of forces within him. ne set
clings to safety and defensiveness out of fear, tendin, to

- regress backward, hanging on to the past, afraid to grow....., '
afraid to take chances, afraid to jeopardize what he already
~has, afraid of independence, freedom and separateness. The -

.
-

o!

1Maslow ' Abraham H. Tovard a Psychology of Bemg_, D. Van Nostrand
Company, Inc., Princeton, New Jersey, 1962 .

IY.-&, XN




other set of forces impels him forward toward wholeness of
Self and uniqueness of Self, toward full functioning of all
his capac:l.ties, .toward confidence in the face of the external
world at the same time that he can accept his deepest, real,
unconscious Self. .

I can put all this together in a schema, which though very
simple, is also very powerful, both heuristically and
theoretically. This basic dilema or conflict between the
defensive forces and the glfowth trends I conceive to be
existential, ;tbedded in the deepest nature of the human -
being, now and forever into the future. If it is diagramnted
like this:

! \
Safety D i - PERSON - ~¥. Growth

b

then we can very easily c_],_assify the various mechanlsms of -
growth in an uncomplicated way as:

a. .Enhanczng the growthward vectors, e.g., making I .
i it more attractive and delight producing, - '
: b. Minimizing the fears of growth, '
¢c. Minimizing the safetyward vectors, i.e. , making
it less attractive,
d. Maximizing the fears of safety, defensiveness,
pathology and rfgression.

- ’ v \ . ‘ .
"+ -~ We can then add to our basic ,schema these four sets of valences: .

Enhance the dangers Enhance the attract:.ons .
: safety &----- , PERSON ===c= » Growth . - -
Minimize the attract:.ons Minimize the dangers"
) .
Maslow then goes on to say -in effect that growth forward takes place
in little steps and each step forward is made possible by the feeling of
bemg safe. and supported. ‘ .

The overall c11mate for growth 1n the OSSP schools appears to be

very p031t1ve. The prob}em now become\s oneé of 1mprovement and ma.mtenance.

How w111 the OSSP school adm:l.m.strators take adva:atage of the climate

~

which has been created over the past‘several years?

The problem is simlar té'a story in John Holt's new book,, Freedom v 3

-

and Be xond (E. P. Dutton, 1972) in which he tells\-about a happy set of: -

c\rcumstances and some personal :msp:l.rat:.on where great’ thmgs x.appen in

a k‘c?ol.. But Holt says, ”they seldom last. The f:l.re- goes out." Holt

N L . " A~ . ' R . a




goes on to suggest part of the problem may be due to poorly defined
institutional directions and Ipurpose.
One note of concern'discussed by the E.C. staff about the OSSP
’ Sumer‘lnstitute projefcts to be implemented in the local school districts

/

was the feeling that//many of the projects were constructed without

relation to or knowledge of overall organizaticnal goals.

. [ ' ' - Blake and /Moutonl in their book The Managerial Grid suggest an

‘- v ' ‘ effeotive organization must have visible goals . They further suggest on
' ‘. page 150 th t true goal orientation is the Significant factor in
l o ,' accomplisl_f/ing organizational ‘purpo‘se. ~
« | | AReéearch by MayoZ?, Whiteheada, Wilenskyq, Bass® and others.indicates
1 ) that hen: people are oriented towards achieVing concrete, spec:.fic goaL> ”

their behavior will become more meaningful and purposeful.

”

———

It is suggested then that each individual 0SSP member school should
a tempt to. establish go1ls if they do not exist or clarify existing

organizational goals as they relate to the OSSP plan of "Steps Toward '
- ) . Q .

Greater Individualizing.

-

'J'Blake,.Robert R. and Mouton, Jane Srygley. The Managerial Grid, Gulf
Publishing Company, Houston, Texas , 1964.

2

Mayo, E. The Human Problems of an Industrial Civilization, New York.
Macmillan, 1933. : e~

—. : ) 3Whitehead, T. N. The Industrial Worker, Cambridge: Harvard University,
’ 1933. . - -

3

s i - 4Wilensky, H. L. Human R@lations in the Workplace An Appraisal of
- Some Recent Research. Research in Industrial Human Relations, New York:
- Harper, 1957. .

; ¢ a8
5Bass, B. M. Leadership, Psychology_and Orgamzational Behavior r New } 8
York:  Harper, 1960. - ° A . |
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many teachers who perceived the administratorsas an inhibiting force

.

Goals should~ be examined for their claritf so that all member‘s of
the- school are clear as to what the goals are, \anci having acceptepi the
challenge, thef arellikely to support the_ goals.

Each goal should be examined for its realism'. A goal that is too
small will not be a challenge whereas‘a goal that is too large anti
1mposs:.ble to achieve w111 cause people to give up.

A school should have short. term goals and long term goals. Short
term goals should be achievable in one school year in order to demonstrate
progress to the community and to the teachers. Long ‘term goals should
take longer than a year to achieve but not more than five years.

Perhaps the most important chu'acteristic to be examined for in

a goal is Zeignarnik effect.

"The aeigarntk effect is a statement that once an individual has:
"accepted- the_idea of achieving a .goal, then internal tensions
arise towards successful cwletion.&(mder these circumstances,
barriers that can block an individual from achieving the goals
to which he has committed himself, run counter to the forces
.set in motion for goal achievement. Rather than sitting back,
and with resignation, saying, "I got blocked," the individual
then increases his efforts to remove barriers to the goal. It
is these tensions which constitute part of the motivating force
toward goal attainment.. vl : -
% /
It is the general cpinion of the Educational Coordinates staff that //
| /

were really saying that they, the teachers, were not commtted to the
goal cr to »the new pro:ject_.b_ It appears this was due in part to quest.wn/
able relationships between the goals and objectives of the new project /

develcped at the summer institute and the overall organizational goals

.
- . . - {

of the school. ‘ : ‘ ' /

lnl‘nke and Mouton, op. cit., 1964, page 152 : . /
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- In summary, the Educational Coordinates staff would suggest the

following reconlnendations for consideration: '
1. Each OSSP member school re-examine its goals as these goals
relate to the um.que needs of their colmnunity.

2. Each OSSP member school continue to déveiop its plan for

"Steps 'roward Greater Individualizing" as 1t re lates to the

b

unique needs of its conmnity.
Each teacher in each OSSP member school develop. in writing a

plan he expects to complete by the end of the school year as

-

-

his part in the "Steps 'roward Greater Ind1v1dualizing " . o . | ‘
4. The ossp steering Committee and the OSSP staff should allocate

_the major portion of their resources to the 0SSP schools who.

have stated in writing their plan, its objectives, and its

evaluation for moung their organizatlon toward goals of the

"Steps Toward Greater Individualizing." | |

An article in the March 1969, Public Administration Review suggests -

‘that "the key to greater goal attainment and less displacement 18 at the

l— '_top o-'f the hierarchy», the 'point of sanctions and resource allocation,

.\"; . not at the operating- level.“ |

1 S \'l‘he ultimate success of the oss§~will~-be-measured~by “the effect it - .
] | has on stude.nts through its "ste’ps Toward Greater Indiuidualizing.'" All

l G e of‘the’resources"of the 0SSP should be allocated to that g'\'"o'al‘. R -
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Plan for 1972-73 indivmu‘anzin Program

/ As the objectiven mdicate the 0SS /plane. to devote the majority

.of 1ts resources to assxsting schools plan, develop, and implement

/

1ndividualization on a school-pwide basis.
qt/>3ect;ives may indxcate) thet a11 schools, w111 participate,and make
/’/a emmimnt 'to the prbera;n.
/thhdraw servxces to schools who choose not to pdrt.lcipate. m€r

It is not assumed (as the

It is_hot the 'i‘n't_ent of the OSSP to

objectives of the program will still be pur-.-.ued but less resources wi;l

.

" be available than has been the case’ in/ the past (See Table 11)

) R epre—
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TEACHER INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM EVALUATION

.

INTRODUCTION

- -

Educational Coordmates Northwest is submitting this report as a

summary of :|.ts third- party evaluatien of the 'reacher Incentive Grant

Program (TIG). [ )

The TIG was funded as a part of the Oregon Small.Schools Program

through Title III, ESEA in the amount of $25,000. The program made

1

grants available (up to $1,000.) to classroom teachers so as to encourage
= . ;‘ T i ) . // ._ ‘
instructional personnel to develop or implemer;t'alternative techniques

or procedures of instruction, to ttimulate tt_ie‘de'\r_elopn\ent of courses or

[N

partsw—of—coursel_and_tg_imr_oy_e instructional effectiveness or efficiency

[

in the elementary and secondary schools in Oregon.
A preliminary set of guicelines for the'program, dead:_l.ine dates ,

and epplicetion forms were developed by OSSP Executive Committee. All

materials were distributed to a random sample of interested persone,

including personnel from u;'e staff of the Oreéon_Board of lj:ducati'on for

" review.

The program was announced to teachers in Oregon elementary and

secondary schools in.the fall of 1971. In addition to normal channels

X'of dissemination a poster iras sent to all schools (See Appéndix AA)

Interested teachers were asked to request application fprns (See o
Appendix BB) . 'me first submission deadline was set for Nove&er 1, 1971.
Two hundred twenty-eight applicetions vere received and 25 projects were
selected by the TIG Advisory Couuttee. Grant awards were made on

December 6, 1971. The total funding level of the 25 projects was $20,484.

- 74 -




EVALUATION PROCEDYRE - -

The puri:oée of the TIG Program as stated by its developers was

threefold: , ' - ' ' -

PRy

l. To encourage the development or im'pl‘en\ent'ation of
_-instructional alternatives. ’

. . . PR

2. To stimulate the development of courses of study.

3. To improve the effectivensss and _efficiency of classroom

. in‘structi’én.u | | | _
In'-ad'dit':ion to.gatheri’ng'infomatidn which ‘.wou."l.d make it possible

té assess the'effectiveness of i:he prdgram in xneeting't[.hese three gc‘:ai{s:,

‘the'evaluators were asked to gather additional information which would

3

assist the Advxsory Comrlttee in its planning for a p oposed subsequent

PR

yea.r of fundmg.

1l A sampling 'of teachers ‘'who did not applg- for funding.
2. Teachers who did app x but were not funded -

3. Teachers and administrators who did recel e fund:mg.

-
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~ had not ‘responded to the first mailing.,

SURVEY OF NON~APPLICANTS

A
\ .7

A random sample (!PLDroxfmtely 1s) of the 25,000 teachers ih‘ Ox;:egon

was taken. The sample was developed from an ‘alphabetized 'iist of schools -
Ca;l a list of teacher names in each school. Every fourth school was:

selected. A table of random pernutations was used to seieé‘t,one teacher -

from each school. An 80% ';eturn of the 312 mailiﬁg would give results

at the 90% leveél with .05 permigsable error. The nature of the questions

and their use did not require a highly vali'd. éamplé. The actual 74.4% -

retur'ni is cons:j.c}gred adequate to give .the TIG Advisory Comittee the
level of'infomation needed. 'i;he foll(wing t};reé guestions were asked:
1. Did'thve teachers know that‘ the program was availaBle? T
‘2. Why di:_dn't.theyl apply?. |
3_. Wonl& t_hey apply assuining subsequent funding? -
-An §fig‘ina1 ma-i;l‘ir.lg of .'the survey form was sent during the mohth.of

January. A fdllow-up maj.linq.was sent three wg'eks 'later to- those who




~
e
. . ‘

' Q.‘ ueétion:

Question:.

Question:

+" ' TABLE 12 : , ;

. ' SURVEY OF NON-APPLICANTS o ’
(R S. of 25,000 teachers) o
N=231. .

Did you know about the Teacher Incentive Grant Program? -

Number s of Total
Yes 93 . 40.5.
No : 138 . ' 59.5

~

I knew ahout the TIG Program but did not apglx for the following

: reason (s) :

n . ‘ . . Of .
‘ Number 130 responses -
A, I didn“t have a ﬁr\ojeét in mind. . . \54 o7 41,4
‘B, The deadline for applying didn't | B

allow enough tune 0 prepare _ . .
application, . ‘ 11 : . 8.5

L.

C. The ipplication fonl'qat and’

procedure was too involved. 10 B A

.D. The amount of money was not -

sufficient for what I had in .
mind. S - 5
' - / . _'

E. The "odds" of not being funded
were too great to warrant spend-

ing time to prepare application. - -/ 24 ' ~18.5'

F. Oﬂ'mr"(specify):.. See following . = °

‘page for listi_ng. - : 26 20.0

s - . T

If the progtam 'is available for the 1972-73 school year and
application can be made in the Sprlng.

-

‘A, T would def_mite\ly appl_y. o ‘ 24 . . 10,4
B | I’ would pi'obably apply,- . . o ‘42 5 18..2
.C“.‘ I amun&ecmed . L '_ . 77 - 333
D 1 would prdbably not apply . 59 " -
'E. I.would def,i'n1te1y. not apply _ .23 I' _ ‘. ..- )
F.. No responses . | | |
o -7 -




-

1.

3.

4.

7.

8.

9.
10,
11,

12,

13.
14.

15.

16.

.17,

" 18.

1o.

o developing 2 program, then fail to receive funds, you have expended . |

. Didn't have time.

'Didn't thiuk I could have such good fortune as to be chc;sen'. ) o

.1 was moving and did not, at that time, have a contract for 1971—72’.

Not éure if the £ilm (slides) I've taken of children s aétivities

o

'S o - / ~
.OTHER REASONS FOR NOT APPLYING o : ,,

. . : . . e’

Near retirement.
Joy of teac_hiné ‘lost when monetary value assigned,
Not interested at that time,

Did not know money available for implementing a program. Thought it
was available for development only. '

My projects .’iirﬁe such that I hged no .speqﬂl funding.

My tine is delegated between 'admihistratit;:n and hoﬁsehold nch;)res;
Did not have time because of .othér commitments. |
Encouraged other ind‘ividual teachers to do so.
Just didn't quite get around to it. |
Too busy (lazy) .

Just didn't sit down and get it done.

Didn't know enough about it. . _ . . oo Y K

I had already started my project which disqualified it.

learning by doing could be reproduced in bocklet form - an :Lnexpensive
aid to teachers. .

I didn't hear about the program through the school but inadvertently
from an "EC" newsletter my husband received at his news office. The
newsletter annourfced the grants that had been awuded. ‘

My district was either unmfonned. or had decided not to push this
program. Also, as indicated in E, if you spend the sniecessary time

°

a good deal of energy that could have been used to improve your
present classroom T

Did enter - must not have been received.
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25. I didn't want to. '

' s - . X )

il_._} I put it otf and for ny ptoject next year would probably be bettet. '

.22, pidn't feel released time to prepare strictly supplementary matenals

. would go.,

-

!

24, I suggesf:ed a project and the prinéipal' ‘took it over.’

]

'26. Two three hour courses in progreu, plus a lonq range comittee

a551gnment. o s

.....
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- SUMMARY OF SURVEY 61“ NON-APPLICANTS .
v : : _
Approximately 60% of those-not applying stated that they had not

heard about the TIG program. The two most significant reasons for not
. ’ L . . . t . E

applying, indicated by those who did know about,the\program, were:
1) They didn't have a project in mind (41.5%) and (2) The "odds" of
N g .

noé\being funded were f)erceivcd as too great to spend time preparinq

. \ ) _ ~ : .
the application (18.5%). The least significant factor was the size of -
» \\ - .

the grant. Only 8% of the respondents indicaécd that the maximum of

' $1,000 . was inlufficient.

A projection of the responses to the que tions relating to whether
or not ther would plan to submit applications if the TI1G program were

continued, mdicabel a significant inteat to apply. The rnndom sample

1

- of 312 people (with an 808 return) vas intended to produce a sanpling

at a 90\ confidence level with a .OS permissahle error. The actual
return of 231 was 37 responses short of the needed 268 responses.
Projections based on the returns, then, must be viewed with these

limitations in mind. ?rojecting ‘the sample to the total population of

- teachers (25,000) would sbgqest tﬁat 2,500 would definitely apply;

Assuming no significant change in application procédﬁres, ilt"would seem
safe to predict a substantial increas€ in applications for the proposed

1972-73 TIG progranm,

oY

89,

!
i
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the teachers to what extent did tl_'xey iilplement their plans even though

‘they did not receive funding. The rationale was that the TIG Program

. plans they had developed. The assunption was that the posszbilxty of

- the TIG ‘Program was meeting its goal of encourag:mg teachers to plan ‘and

14

SURVEY OF APPLICANIS NGUI FUNDED

Procedﬁre

A survey ‘(.sbe\e Appendix DD) was mailed to the 201 applicants who.w'ere
not funded; A t'ollow-\:p mailing was sent approximately three weeks later
to those who had not yet replied. A total of 173 ieturns (86%) were
received, E B . - . |

In addition to ..gatherj.ng data as to how they leatned about the TIG
Program and their plans for resubmitting their 6riginal proposals (should

the program be continued) , this survey was aimed at getting information

' i . p
as to the extent the TIG Program caused teachers to plan and implement

classrooni innovations.

The seriesg’'of questic;ns which dealt directly with this point asked

would b'e meeting its goal of motivating teachers to plan and m ement

classroom umovations if in fact teachers found vays to implement the °

receiving funds would motivate teachers to plan and having developed
plans, they would proceed with 1mplementatlon by finding ot.her sources
of needed funds or would inplement in ways vhich did not.rrequn:e t'und:mg.

It' this happened to any significant degree, the clain could be made that ~

~

t_rg ement alternative mstructlonal practices. '




’ . .  TABLE 13 IR
' APPLICANTS NOT FUNDED
: N=173
' ’ ___Question”. . l' ’ _ B Number
1. How did you originally learn abqut the TIG Program?
A. Saw the informational flyer . 83
B. Another teacher told me about it ' .13
C. Someome in district encouraged applications 90
D. Other (Edugram, OEA Newspaper, etc.) : 16
2. The possibility of zeceiving TIG funds:
A. Motivated me to plan a practice I had not _
already considered. ‘ _ 15
B. Motivated me to plan a practice I had been
thinking abo% but hadn't :lmplemented : 104 60.0 a 4
C. Caused me to receive and plan the implemen-
' tation of a practice which I had a eady . e,
- _ , implomentod to somé degree - ) 52 30.0
D. Other and Comments: (See Table 14) . 5 2.9
v \ ) ' .
N \ 3. Having planned the implementation of the practice
due to completing the applicationz. :
A. I have not 1np1emented the practlce - : 88 50.8
: “B. I have mplemented substantially as submitted . 27 . 155
* ‘ (1) - The district supphed new and additional S o
' - ' funds , , \ : 4 15.0
RN . . .
_' \ . (2) Budgeted funds were reallocated . -6 22.0
[ R (3) Oﬁlet non-d:.strict funds were avallable . 9 ' 33.0
(4) - No add:.txonal or reallocated‘ funds were
Lo I needed
[~ - Sl - T, a
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| .gaestion ' Nu.nbgrﬁ J
: c I have ;léiemnted .the p;aﬁﬁice to. gﬁ | |
degree. | - 58 33.4
l(l) New and additibr_xél funds were available 3 5.2 .
(2) - Budgeted funds \;n.are r'eail.located / } | .‘ 3 5.2
(3)° Other 'nor'n-dis(;rict'funds\ w.ere, available - 3 -_ 5.2.
(4) No adaitional funds needed’ k1: B8 65.6
(5) Other: (See Table 1s) s 26.0
a4 1s 'I‘Ié available next year: ‘
A. I will resubmit - . ' 39
 5". ibwilf.l pzobaialy resubmit 38
¢ Undecidea 3
p. I will probably not .resubmit .38' ’
E. I will submit a new proposal 25
5., Ra.asons for not resubﬁittihg: ’
A. I vhav:.e. already _'img;lelnentéd i : ' .8
B. Changed my l!Jlil'.l_d about inplenléntiqg o - . 1
C. -. "0dds" of being funded .too great | S | 26 .
D. Other: (_See"ra._bl'e 16) o 18
P v .
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e TABLE 14

©

COMMENTS AND "OTHER" CATEGORY FROM SURVEY
OF APPLICANTS NOT FUNDED '

Question 2: The Possibility of Receiving Teacher Incentive Grant Fundi;:

l .
1. since I did not receive information until near the deadline, I
had time only to write one proposal which I felt was most needed.
I encountered extreme difficulty in getting the necessary
admim.stutxve signature.
. > ’
2. 1had made one educational tilm ‘and slides, entu:ely on my own,
o and participated in making slides and one film in an lnttitute
at St. Cloud, Minn. oo
. \‘ .
3. It couldn't be implemented effectively without a small grant
at least to get it started.

4. The \possibili{:y of rxeceiving such a grant was not motivational.
-] saw it as a means “to provide money for something I will do
- on my own anyway. It would have been nice to have the support.

5. Gave me hbpe to impraﬁe a program.I had already planned.

6. None of above; lnf program was already outlined and underway.
7. Would hava allowed us to improve upon a plan just underwai. o o

8. I will attempt to have my program even though it was not
funded. I will raise the money someway.

9. The project I submitted will take too much\oney and time to
do without funds provided me. This is the only “reason I had
not gone ahead with it previ ously. e

- 10. 1 wanted to do a more thorough job of assis;ing our: reading
program in this building: IR

11. Had previously cansidered but ptovided first serious chance .
_ for cons1derat10n. ' " ‘

» 12. I wanted to 1nvolve more teachers in ny plan -- inform them of
- L ny ldea "educate" them so_to speak. L , °

13. I had not planned use of the communication system with normal
_students -- only with blind-deaf. Since the system is a non-
'visual, non-aural non-audio, my students are suitable "blind-

deaf” substitutes and could benefit the project and themselves, !
by use of an alternative system of camunxcation. :

14. At 1st grade level, bugxededfunds to continue in 2nd and 3rd grade.

o !

-

'TBG- ' . ' - e ,




Question 3c: I have 141_@0: ted the practice to some deqree. _1 was_able

1,

2

- 3

4.

5.

8.

9.'

10.

11.

12,0

13,

14,

16. \.
- was planning. , . S o v

“Very limited as very little money available. . Plan to further

D PR,

TABLE 15

to do so_because:

Spending own money.

Just robbed my current budget‘ to get a start on the most
essential itenis. '

I have started, and am buying £ilm nog -self, using my own camera,
I will use my film in my own classes and make copies available ..
if anyone wants them at current cost comparable to qpmercial :
£ilms, '
Funds to implement my program on a cu‘.t/ailed basis have been _ ' .
approved by the.budget commi.ttee Eor 1972-73 subject to voter } e
approval of the budget. C . . ‘

s

[

The parents 1 served paid for_g the material and I donated a
block of my time for free. o o .

fad

I just get along without money - it is hard at’ time_s‘.

The sequence of mini courses (for foreign language) has not yet
bee approved by Assistant Superintendent of District.

Gave lower pr1ority to time it would have taken for full
impleuentation. : ‘

- . ' “

I-was able to unplement the'first small parts. Further imple- =~ -«
mentation demanded unavailable fuds. - - :

»

The program has since ceased because I could no longer continue

without funds. - , : _ , \ < )
Equipment (one piece only) loaned to s'chool ‘by'local .do or. T

\ ' 4

Some chaldren were so motivated they made arrangements, I let E
them have the school time. =~ . . _ ‘ .
. - \ . . .
\\ . . P
Title I funds provided “bne hour ‘of teacher az.de time. = - Do LT

we _'_guade_ local calls .

2y

'implement 'n'ext year in limited way. . . /

. ‘ a

We found and purchased a textbook that di.d almost the thing I
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17,

18.

19.
20,
21,

22,

'B_y making same mat;erials but by far not- enough =~

District installed T.V. cable in room. Could use some manipu-
lative materials left by a retired teacher, Have made use of
library resources. 5Still feel frustrated about how little I
have accomplished by my 32 --+ how much there is to do for
them, Will rewrite and be more specific. ’

We did what we could, Had to om]it gome activities because of .
the lack of funds. ' : :

Do not knou where the funds for couputet time, consultant time

and other expenses are couunq ftom at this time.

I am continuing' to make an additional effott to communicate
frequently and more in-depth with patents on. behaviot and
learning problems.

I have used petsonal funds for prototypical model building

and testing. I have used my own funily menbets to prove the
wotkability of the system. , . ) .

1
(]

..
¥ +
°
b e ! L. ..'...'
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Question

TABLE 16 -

5: If you checked D or E in question 4, please respond to the -

11.

12.

" 13.

l4.

following question: The reason(s) I do not plan to resubmit:

- I will not be teaching Oregon History next year.

. Staff changes will make the.teachers involved unavailable and
‘the remaining teachers in Grade 4 are unw;Llllng to teach in a

cooperative situation.

If we could recelve more information and sooner we would
probably consider reapplylng.v

If in teaching -'not in same digtrict.
Leaving high , school teaching.

If I do submit it will be this year's program because due to

lack of funds I was not able to“implement it. It would probably

not be accepted anyway because it meets needs of" kids.
I felt that the award winning projects were not” really
representative of what needs to be done - 1nd1v1duallzed

1nstruct10n -

The teacher who wanted to work this program is retiring this

ryear.

3
1

l?robably will be leaving the state.

1 doubt very seriously whether my 'Edea would be accepted under
this program. However, I think it is a good idea and as soon
as I can afford it, I intend on doing it myself since I
consider it a valuable teaching aid.

The guidelines for funding are not clear and the projeets
funded are generally repeats of other completed projects. The
money granted probably will have no large effect on education
in Oregon but will only effect individual classrooms. When a
person is innovative to begin with it is difficult to write
programs that have not been tried.

"I will have made plans to implement the program before the

grants become available.

Because I did not receive funds, I have requested a change in
teaching assignments.

It was unbelievable, all most all of the grants were from the
Salem area. '

- 89 -

6




,

15. The need for a program still ekists and must be met. We will
reconsider our proposal, study others that were 1mplemented
and resubmit a new proposal.

' . '7.‘/
-
. . . - ) R

oy

I 16. Not teaching next year.

X ‘ o ‘ 17. I still plan to try my project this spring and hope to submit !
a new-project next year. ' ' ’ '

18. Also: the only schools that were funded were 3A districts

which alrecady have higher tax bases and more funds avallable
< - than t&e 1A districts.

4?

19. Because the appllcatlon is short and guarantees _no's'afety to
patentable ideas of inwventors. The value of some chosen grant
proposals in some instances is péripheral and recondite.

¢

20. We can 1mplement our progect using existing materials, and the
IED, IMC.

14 .
21, We would do it ourselves to save complications.

g

1
3
¢

Lamrontirsons. |
-~

oadiaiind

[JEERE
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_the district provided the necessary funding.. Previously budgeted funds

~ a patron, etc. (See Table' 15).

| mcrcamaid ) ot d [IORFRIYY
’ - : - .
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SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY APPLICANTS NOT FUNDED
(see Table 13 for compilation of results)

As étated, previously- a major goal of the TIG Program was to
motivate teach.ers' to pian aﬁd implement in;tructional prograrﬁs which, in
their judgment, would improve instructional outcomes;.d i

Ninetf percent of the respondents from the n;:n*funded applicaﬁt
category indicated that the possibility qf re;ceiving TIG funds ca‘used
them to plan anblinstructivonal change which they aireaéy had been thinking
about or had alre\ady implemeﬁtéd to some degree.' Approximately 9%

indicated that the program motivated them to pirepare a change which they

had not previously considered. Since the applicants only had about-2

months to prepare a grant application, it is not surprising to find that

the projects grew out of previous planning.
Perhaps the most significant f'inding is that approximately 50% of
the respondents did in fact implement their projects to at least some

degree even though they did not receive TIG ¥ inding. In seven cases

LS f

were reallocated in 9 instances. Twelve respondents indicated that.out-
s‘ide sources of funding were made évailable, Teachers reported that |
they use;i their own funds, parents donated funds, loan of equipx;1ent': by

Forty-seven teachers reported that impié%nen@:ation was possible
because tlzxey foﬁnd ways to procet'e.d wi;t;hout having ladditional funds
avai_lable:. ,

The fact that approximately' one~half of the respondents (85 t_:éachers)

did in fact dimplement to some degree their TIG project (27 reported they

P




implemented substantially as submitted) is evidence that the TIG Program

is ‘causing teachers to plan and im;;lement. innovative classrbom practices.
The program has éerved as an incentive to teachers to plan such

practices .and to further implement them ‘eve‘n thc.>ugh ‘they .did not receive

funding. On the <;ther I{a'md, it shoﬁld be_ ngted that twenty-six (15%)

of tlhese' 173 teac@ers do not plan (to resubmit t;heir propos_als bécaﬁse

théy perceive the odds of not being funded. as too great. About the

same percentage (18.5%) of the non—applicanté did not apply for the

. same reason. This does not appear to be a highly significant deterent

at this point, bﬁt the data suggests th.at. if theb numbexr of applicants
inf:reases to anywhere £he numbers indicgted in the survey and the funding.
level does nbt increasé proportionately, then it might increasingly
become a factor.. If this should c;ccur, the intgnded 3utcomes of the

TIG Program could be significantly diluted.



5  TABLE 17
l COMPILATION OF COMMENTS BY APPLICANTS NOT .FUNDED
" Please make any comments regarding the Teacher Incentive Grant Program
' which you feel would help the TIG Committee in their planning for future
i funding periods. - '
| A. CLARIFICATION OF CRITERIA FOR SELECTION:

1. What was the basis for approval or disapproval? @ o

: .,..4.,‘.) -

- 2., I would like to know what would be needed to clarify a revision -
what.supplemental information would be needed by the committee?

3. " Guidelines for types of prOJects that have been approved would
be helpful.

4. The selected programs -were SO far removed from what I asked - I
felt the committee was biased. Be more broadminded. Have a
less homogeneous selection group.

5. My dictaphone~transcription plan was not innovative,.except
insofar as it was to be on independent~study-with-supervision
basis. Would such stand a chance, considering student needs and
schools inability to.purchase expensive equipment needed? Thank
you.

6. (1) ‘The criteria for selection should be published with the
initial information, e.g., human:.tles - centered or
creat1v1ty, etc. , :

(2) A section for the teacher s philosophy of education should
‘be included, so that his (her) proposal could be viewed in
.the light of what he (she) hoped to develop in students,
e.g., independence in thinking, or decision-gnak'iﬁg, etc.

" Thank you, too! :

7. I feel the TIG Committee should_state their purpose more clearly
and give more specific guidelines to the applieants. I felt
that some of the final selectlons did not follow the general
purposes and rules stated -in the application form.

‘8. I dld ask in a cover letter, when I submitted the TIG, for some
type of a comment(s) on the program from the TIG Committee,
where I could have improved or/and made a more thorough outline
of the plan submltted

9. Could copies of the accepted programs be available? Could the
criteria of the judging committee be available prior to the
writing of the grants?

160
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11.
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12.
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13.

14.

15.

T e,

ls.

|17,

-% - 18.

19,

I

Some help in how to submit application - how to write it would

be beneficial - we spent hours on this. We did clarify our own
thinking - we would really like to further 'implement our program -
but would want to be sure we were doing the appllcatlon correctly.
so as to have ‘every edge.

"I would have apprecié%ed constructive criticism about my proposal.

As things stand, I don't have much of an idea of how to 1mprove
the proposal so that it might gain approval next year.

How are the final recipients chosen? What is looked for in a

'project? . ' l

TIG is a wonderful program and I wish I knew HOW I could better :
submit mlne._

o

Specific details on the projects that will be considered.

By the time a teacher completes the directions it is not clear
as to what they may receive money for in the funding. Without
clearer guidelines for proposal writing it would not be worth -~
the effort to compile another project. Also, I believe a
screening committee should be verbal as well as written. The
premise that one can determine the value of a project purely by
the written word is falacious. I wowld be happy to elaborate
on any of these points if you so desire. The limits placed by
the committee leave very little money to be spent on hardware
or teacher time. I also, was in contact with the project
coordinator and no sound reasons could be given for not funding
any of our projects. There seemed to be a reluctance of the OBE
personnel to deal dlrectly with questlons concerning fundlng.

(1) specify criteria on whlch the prOJects w1ll be judged more
completely. .

(2) Define classes of educators eligible - only classroom
teachers? Does eligibility extend to librarians,. counselors,
consultants? What about educators who work indirectly for
children such as principals, subject area-coordinators?

We were during all planning stages unsure of the criteria that
would be ugsed to evaluate proposals. lEven after looking over
descriptions of successful programs, we still do not know what .
criteria was used in evaluation. '

-As a follow-up perhaps pertinent comments by the selection

committee as to what general points they found to influence
their choices and/or what was lacking. Help us learn how to
state our programs more effectively. ’

I have heard senators speak of the'need for programs designeg

!
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20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

for children with unique learning problems. Many times they urge
that teachers become informed! This is hardly fair. There are
teachers who are informed and principals who encourage teachers
and are eager to promote ‘the best possible learning situation

for all children - but their hands are all tied for lack of funds.
I felt our program was not considered because it was a basic,
rather than a fringe program - but, of course, we have no idea

how the selection was made. It would be helpful.to know what
guidelines you use in youxr selection - it would improve our odds
another time! '

TIG could be more specific about the criteria which: they are

-using to select and reject proposals.

'
2

I would like to know more about the criteria used for selecting
those proposals which were funded. '

Too much time and effort has been placed into progrém just to

have it be wasted. The committee should be more specific in
their demands for acceptable units.

I would like more infqrmation on the basis for which the decision
is made as to who will get a grant.

Since no criteria of judgment is available, one has nn basis for
further considerations and evaluations. -

Gentlemen: I put a great deal of time and effort into writing-
my proposal and knowing some of. the work that was turned in and
its quality I was quite disappointed. If I had Known your
criteria beforehand for acceptance I would not send a- statistical
report to you. :
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B. COMMENTS WHICH REFER TO SIZE OF DISTRICT, GEOGRAPHICAL AREA, MONEY.

1. Help to fund more of the projects — 25 was just-a drob in the
bucket, plus the fact I feel my project and some others were
just as 1mportant or more so than the first 25.-

2. Make more grant meney available. ‘f
. . . . - v‘.

3. Only large districts in our ar'ea received ‘funding.

4, After viewing the funded programs I telt cheated and it seemed
that T didn't ask for enough money . Apparently the administra-
tion costs would be excessive for a $250. .grant. I would, I
believe, had a better chance if I had asked for $900.+. I would
think it worthwhile for some feedback as to why I was not funded--
or do I have to make all the mistakes on my own first? Well, it
was a good learning experience for me. I am glad for this form.

5. The grants seemed to go to those who would use t)‘e money . for
themselves. I objected to the limit on money for equipment -
. in my case a Braille typewriter - teachers are often perfectly
willing to give theixr time but cannot afford to furnish materials
out of pocket.

u

6. 'Md;:e funds are needed to encoui:age teacher interest in applying.
Since so much is required in preparing the application, time
will not betaken to prepare it if there is little chance of
approval. Our program is being implemented because we feel it
has real value but only at the expense of funds bea.ng used
normally for the regular progranm,

7. It seems to me that the committee concentrated on giving the : o
grants to small, medlum, and large schools of all levels around
the state rather than concentratlng on the educational value of
the program.

8. Maybe you should give less money to more people. : )
. A 09 Compared with the program funded, I thought my program had
more merit.
(2) Out of 4 proposals submitted from our building not one was
funded. '
(3) The results were in the newspaper before we were ever
notified in writing which is a very tactless procedure.

9. Many of the grants seemed to be centered in the Salem area.
Have they had some training in how to write the grants?

10. It seemed that the Salem area received a substantial portion of a |
the grants - more than the normal percentage would-.seem to
indicate. '

e
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11. There were no proposals approved for Southwestern Oregon. Why?

Nearly all were from the Willamette Valley - Eugene and North.
Why? . . . .

—— W amEs.

12. I think there should be a limit on the number of granfs per
! : district. (Example: 2 per district in large districts.)

i

13. First, I feel that the Incentive Grants were awarded to a
disproportionate number of elementary schools (16 out of the
total 25 awards), Seven high schools received grant awards.
Though some of their project titleswere ambigious, it seems

| ’ o that no high school with a personal cultural deve lopment
) studies program was recognized. I feel that this is a real
oversight. . : ’

U

14. It would be helpful to have a detailed expla ~tion why submitted
programs were not funded. The list of funded programs in the
newspaper {indicating very few from the Portland area) suggested
to me that politics had a great deal to do with it.

5. When making future funding I feel that the TIG Committee should
C - also consider financial needs according to district sxze. We
should have an equivalent chance. It seems very funny to me
. that Salem district received .5 grants and Lebanon 2 grants and
Scio or any schools of.our size none.

16.( I felt selections were not given a good geographic distribution,
too many in or near Salem. I also felt some of the titles
. granted were not of a practical nature. Tor example, 4th grade
geography from the air, good idea, but how many teachers or
districts could implement such a program’>

17. There were several districts that received fundings (several)
“while other districts received none. I feel the district that
requests come from should not be 1looked on as poor or rich
districts which nay influence your evaluation. I work for a
very poor underprivileged area school in Portland and not in
one of our fancy well-to-do areas. The students in my school
needed the funding to take advantage of the outdoor classroom _
request as there is no and will be no fundlng by the dJ.strlct i \
to achieve this potential. Ten of your 25 fundings were very
closely related -geographically. Perhaps funding so many per
area may make my chances better. v : ) . \

18. Plan a better dlStrJ butlon of grants to all areas of the state
' w1thout holding a majority to one locale.

'19. I noted the Salem District was favored over others in having
their projects selected for funding. Is it where you areée and
who you know?
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C. NATURE OF PROJECTS FUNDED.

1.

-

I think most of this money is wasted. I have read and heard
about many trial programs that have been worthwhile. Many people
have wild ideas. '

Be.more careful in awarding grants - make the grants to relevant
proposals —— not to programs like "Circus in the Elementary
School" and "Geography from the Air" which sound like "play-time
with the help of State and Federal Give-away Money."

I believe my program had great merit; it is the type of program
Parnell wants; its under Pilot authorization by 10 high schools,

we are one of them; I was surprised my application was denied.

I believe the Teacher Incentive Grant is misapplied from some
of the phony title of those granted. . '

The projects granted appear - "fai::—.out",.vin dreamland.. Could"
these (perhaps they are...) be judged as to needs and usefulness
to the individual district?

The g_ener::ll trend seems to be in support of meaningless programs
not really geared to the needs or motivation of school children.
I didn't see a lot of justification for the programs funded and
its really discouraging for me to work this program out and
struggle, fight, etc. and be defeated with lack of funds .

I feel that if a good‘ program is- refused even though it is not
completely new, in preference of a new weird innovation, the

value is questionable.:

(1) Pérhaps an equal distribution of funds between elementary .
' and secondary applications would be fairer.

(2) Also,.a complete listing of all projects should be published
. so 'that we may be able to compare the winners with those
who are not."

I submitted a proposal to develop an assessment and evaluation
program to be used with an already established innovative program.
My proposal asked for considerable money just to reimburse my

time in development and' I was told that was the principle reason
for not being funded. That is, funding was for those programs
which would have immediate effect upon students. I believe it

‘is time that granting agencies realign their criteria in that

it is just as important to know where we are as to develop new
programs without this knowledge. Let us not continue to pour
money into development until we know what we need to develop.

«

We feel that the underprivileged and slow learners are most often

165
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12.

13.

neglected. The plan we submitted was to benefit this group in
two ways ~ to make school more meaningful and to help this group
to see some science related industries in which they could work.
Both objectives we think worth your consideration in making
future grants. (Probably you did this!) ’

2 .
I do question the kinds of pro’jects‘ that were granted funding
and would like to know more about criteria for acceptance.
Another issue that concerns me is the unbalanced hedvy representa-
tion from Salem as opposed to other areas of the state. ’

Most of the programs funded seemed to be those which were already
.partially underway. I feel completely new, untried ideas ought
to be considered. 'Also, most money seemed to go to programs
which stated that the money is used for materials and equipment.
In my opinion the teacher ought’'to be paid for the idea; he

ought to be rewarded for his efforts to implement those ideas.

I feel that some of the programs that were accepted did not have
the valuve that would have been derived from my program.. It.
takes a lot of time to write a program and only a few are
accepted. I feel that maybe the number of grants should be
increased even if the total amount of each grant is lowered.

- . . ’
Perhaps another year a more comprehensive explanation of those
projects receiving grants would help those of us not receiving
them understand why they were granted. From the titles of some
of the projects I was concerned of the value and justifica&ion
for them. L
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D.

- funded again if at all poss:.ble.

 MISCELLANEOUS. _ - - .

I feel that the Teacher Incentive Grant Program is a great 1dea..
I am sure that numerous instructional J.mprovements resulted from
the incentives offered. It is extremely difficult, I am sure,

to sit on a committee and make decisions about which proposals
will result in the best learning or instructional programs. But
I feel that thls is just a fact'of life -_the program should be

e i

)

Perhaps nothing -can _be done about this, BUT.... I encountereq -
extreme reluctance to approve the proposal, despite approval by-

- the principal. Half the rationale had to be eliminated because R

it seemed to imply a criticism of certain programs and/or
policies in . the district., The plan as conceived was changed in

- several important respects by the Curriculum Director, extensively

+to make 1t/more compatible with Board policy. If there is any

way to make - such grants dlrectly, without the neces51ty of
explaining and justlfylng the proposal to: every level of the
administrative bureaucracy beforehand, I am sure that many teachers
would be .eternally grateful' I do believe, however, that at least:
the principal of.the school should approve proposals prior to
submission, .

I feel that it is a wonderful opportunity for teacher's to create

. original projects to help children. I am very much in favor of

dbntlnuatlon énd broadening the program. . &

Appllcants not funded should be so 1nformed before the news media
is told who did get a grant. It bothered me to hear about the

."winners" before receiving any notification of my not being

avarded a grant.

’
%

The funding I needed, and still need, is sorely urgent for
statistical reporting, implementation and dissemination. This
program is so important I wonder someone hasn't done it before.
(Probably because no money was avaJ.lable to get the necessary
statistics.) :

Adequate time-release from teaching must be provided in the °
planning portion of the grant. If substitute teachers are used,.’
the money granted 1s used for this aspect instead of for
ade.tJ.onal matera.dls.

I have made 2 really nifty suggestions to Title I also which

were not accepted so I am losing faith and enthusiasm.. _ »

"If I don't resubmit the project, it will be for "C". I had

spent many hours even days on the planning of the project, and
it does seem like the time could hav. been better spent planning

Y
.
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X, for something.I can bé more sure of doing’, even if the end:
‘result would not be profitable as this project wouId_ have .
}.'.‘-.been.j ‘/
: 9\/ The effort of subm /ttlng the'applrcatlon took one full Saturday
afternoon of 2 peo le working continuously. P0551b1y appllcatlon

- ,i : [procedures could -Be s1mpllgd : o . | S
- K IE . o ) ‘
. «.. v30. I had.2 teachers who were: stnm;l/ated to plan A’ prsgram, and
' implement it to a degree as a sult of the 1ncent1ve. They
. - did’ not, submit proposals. Therefore I would c_onclude “Your - )
’ ' contest" was successful even though we didn't win. Your survey -
. mlght have included a question to determine this kind of a. IR
e "by—product " 1y also, apprec1ated your prompt response 1nform1ng
. us of the status of our proposal.
- v.‘ . A A \ . s, @ s
- 11, Keep trylng.. My plan was developed before I heard of you. It
" .is a good plan. .I trijed and lost. 1I'll txy again. If [ -lose °
again, I'll try again. In the meantime my program goes ori.
/ . ) SR ) o L. .
.12. I was unaware of TIG until 1 week prior to deadline.. Earlier
broad information .would probably glean' more applicants. -
13. 'Appllcatlons were ‘due in mNovember but it- was late in January
before notlflcatlon was-sent which meant half of ‘the school

year had gone by if :melementatlon "had been necessary.

LY ¢

b
/
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14., I am inclined, toward C above and w111 probably spend my time

* sorking -on somethlng that I Wlll not need a grant for. The
rant idea really gave,me stlmulus however and extended

R zoss1billt1es. !

o 15. e are’ going ahead w1th our program without some asslstance
vonva frOm ‘outside. help. I hope that the nunber of students to be
'_ asslsted is con51dered in determining grants, as well as the
Ll quallty of the program

. . ;- Ce . L. . ¥ . ] 1 3 . . . - .

3 L 1s. ‘,As a long-tlme teacher, assigned to the second grade for the .
N . flrst time this year, 1 felt that improved reading instruction N '
yas extremely 1mportant. I. also Was aware ‘that I needed help
N _plw' ~in prepar:Lng a program that would .make reading a successful
' ' experlenc}i for :all ] chlldren' ' :

The grant - arnount wag -generous. Would a smaller amount toi
morejart1c1pants be va.worthy suggestion?. ,

_‘ - :The possibility of being funded really was’ an incentive
. to . plan‘reading activities for my ‘rather large number of low .

-achievers. My attentlon was focused on-a probl_etn. ¢

¢ . .
. f | . - K . -~ .

<ll L}

17. I have in progress an "opén’ concept, earning center" .multi- . e
; A v
graded (5 & 6) 'program at this time, -however need a source of ’ )
funds other than the dlstrJ.('t level to develop areas of the
. ‘ program : - -

' B - A
o . - . . . -

o -
H

..
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18. I think it is stimulating to have such an opportunity available.
It helped me become more enthusiastic about my work. I hope it
is offered again. _ - ‘ . -

'»],;sdr . S . -, oo

19, Make available (on request!) studies and results of accepted
programs so we might all benefit. " : )

20. It would be helpful to see copies of successful grants. My
blggest problem was composing a program. ’

21. I feel that the program x§otivates a teacher to thinking and
planmng with a new incentive! I really gained something out
of even trying,

R . . ’ L

\22, "The fact that the grant was not allowed has not discouraged me

*- inh evaluating my plan - I am most anxious to present it again

for con51deratlon. il . ,

23, T .wouldrlike to see a phil;)soph\i( expressed in which grants
would.be awarded based in large measure on how the programs
planned fit into a larger scope or plan for all school -
soc1eta1 ‘development. Unique, creative, courses are 1nterest1ng,
of course, but must surely relate to a largexr-purpose in the '
educatlonal accountablllﬁy arena..

’
24, The need is great. Any attempt to secure more funds would be
' beneficial. -

- . 25. To a clasqroom teacher, time is very valuable and limited
’ - quantity =1 feel that some of the most valuable time was lost -
' never to be retreived chasing gosmers.

i

26. I think it is a good program! I am disgappcointed that a project
. - of breakthrough stature in educational communication  for multiple
handicapped and- potentially emplementive- asa\tgl for social-
onomic enfranchisement of the blind-deaf snould taKe secondary
imp to tried and true "acceptable" projects already
studied or under study in other areas of the country. -
‘School'districts themselves have ever been willing to fund
- the familiar - but-funding for research in new areas goes begging.
[ '

- 102 109




ON-SITE EVALUATIONS OF FUNDED PROJECTS

‘
’

Th_e Te:;chér Incentive- Grant A'_civisofy Commi_ttee _decidéd'to cqnduct
an on-site evaluation of the funded projects. Information was éatﬁered
in six areas:

| 1. Project planning and management

2. Project "success" (meeting project objectives)
3. Project evaluation plan

"4, Project "spin-off"
- 5. i’roject_ continuation plans

6. Reactiuné to TIG Program and continuation intentions.

‘'The on-site evaluator gathered information from three sources':‘

1. Ti;xe(prin"cipall/supe'r.intendent qf the school

.2.+* The grantee’ | |

3.. . From evaluator observat_ions

A check-list Qas developed to be used b.y the evaluator (See
Appgndlx DD) e ' ) " . |

The Qﬁ—site evaluaﬁidns were_s:onductéd, for the most\part, in late
: April and the mo\nth of Maiy.' 'I‘wenty—ohe of the twepty-five fundéd

I

projects were visited.

-~
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EVALUATION REPORT

CATEGORY: .PROJECT MANAGEMENT

-

Principal'

ewms . BEEE 0 RS eeu.

1. bpid yo%iexperience any unusual difficulty in managing TIG funds?

«

3'“ ) : Resgonée o Fréquency / %
i ' Yes » - 3 | 14.3

T No - - 18 85.7
! ' ' K
Grantee \

. ‘ : i
1. How accurate were your budget projections compared to what your
needs actually were?

o

Response Frequency %

Too Low - . ) 4. . 19.0 .
About Right - 14 . "66.7
~ . Too Much o . 3 14.3

. ) : \ . .
2. Have you faced any unusual problems in obtaining and spending
the Grant monies? |

Response . Frequency %
Yes. : ' L 4 19.0
. No 1 80.9 .

3. Are you "on target" (time-wise) in implementipg the projéct?

Response ' ' Fregugncz ' %
Yes. ' B T- R 85.7 )
No E _ | 3 | 14.3

LA




4. Have you significantly altered your project:

Response Frequency %
Yes ’ 1 4.8
‘ No o oo 20 . 95.2
Evaluator

1. According to the evidence available, expenditure of funds related
to the.budget are: . '

Resgong‘. ' _Frequency - %

' Substantially as Budgeted ' 14 66.7
" Reasonably So . ‘ 5 23.8
Extensive Changes ‘ . 2 9.5

2. The evaluation plan for this project is:

Res'g‘onse .. Frequency %

Very Inadequate 1 ) 2 9.5
2 | 2 h 9.5
3 o a4 19.0-
4 5 ' 6 28.7

Very A‘de‘q'uate 5 E ’ '_ 7 . 33.3

( (Mean=3. 7) N

112
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SUMMARY

None of the recipients reported) nor did the dn—site_evaluators

discover, any evidence of project mismanagement. In a few cases,

»

district fiscal policy made it inconvenient for the Granteés to receive
the éunds in Brdervto pay bills promptiy.‘ One evaluator reported one
project:spent a much higher pefcentage.bn caéitaleutlay items than were
included on the original abblication. ‘In his judgment, the‘project
migﬁt not.haye been funded if Eﬁis had been known b? the selection
committee. The other projec£ whiéh showed ékténsivé change in bﬁdgeted :
expenditures (and as Well a Qignificaﬁt change in the planngd activities)
had to do so because of a technieality involving insurénce. The project’
refunded approximately 80% Of its buagéi. |

‘QThe on-site ‘evaluators found a reasonabiy competent job’of

evaluation of project outcomes being done by the Grantees. The mean

for the 21 projects visited was 3.7 on a five point scale.

-




. CATEGORY: PROJECT SUCCESS

N,
‘

. P

» Principal

..

1. In your judgment, hoW successful is your TIG ptoject?

ResEonée' | , ' Frequency 5
Unsuécessful ‘1 _ ‘ 0 o 0
2 ) 0 0
3 2 9.5
, 4 3, 14.3‘
Very Successful 5 | 16 S 76.2
| | (Mean = 4.2)

2. Do you plan to continug the presently funded TIG project next year?

Response Frequency 3
Yes o 17 81.0

No . o 4 19.0 ' 'g

3. If continued, source of funds?

_ ' . o / .
Response ' - Frequency % ’ .
Nevaoney éudgeted . , L2 ) 11.7 .
Reallocation of Fuﬁds ' 8 ) 47.1 B
Additional Money Not Needed L4 © - 23.5

Will Find Money ' 3 17.6

e

. ' 4. Explanation for not continuing:i®

.
2

Response T ~ Frequency 5
Teacher Leaving - 2 50.0
No Money Available From - .

School District . ’ 2 ' 50.0 .
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Granggg

1. How would you rate tho success of your broject as related to meeting
' your program objectives? o
. N

Response - Frequency %
Unsuccessful 1 0 - 0
2 . 0 J,‘ , 0
’ 3 0 0
4 5 - 23.8 7
_ P
Very Successful - 5 : l6 76.2

(Mean = 4,76)

2. Do you plan to continue your project next yeaf?

3

Resgonsé ' Fregugncx % ‘
Yes, Substantially Same 8 38.1"
Yes, With\godification | 9 42.9
No. \ | a '19.0

3. Reasons for not continuing:

Response , Frequency =~ %
Teacher Not Returning ' 2 -

. ) . . : ‘.',‘)
NoO Answer ’ ' 2 -

- 0825



Evaluator

The ev1dence indicates that the degree of success as it relates to

the pr03ect objectives is:

Response Frequency

Unsuccessful

oo

" 42.9

Successful

s e I e

e

4

| PETTE

<

: ’t.'s-cr'ml

[ .Ill R e e beed

47.6

4.1)

"
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SUMMARY

Qeventeén of the 21 projects visited will be cpntinued thgh
would indicate their Sugcess was acceptéd by the local dfétriéﬁLA The
principais and on-site evaluators rating of the‘sugcesg of Lhe TIG
projects was in ciose agréeement (pxincipalé mean rating: 4.2,

evaluators: 4.1). The teachers involvéd'perceived a higher degree

of success (mean rating: 4.76). .

Q , ' 137




CATEGORY: 'ENCOURAGING DEVELOPMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ALAERNATIVES

'PrinciEal

1. To what extent did your TIG project motivate other teachers to
plan and implement classroom innovations?

_-mvdd EEE W o

Resgonsel : Frequenc 8 y
(Number of teacbers) : : . :

None ~ - 8  3s.1

1-3 - | 7 22.2

4 or more - » 6 ‘ ) 28.6

Ve baahod

See Table 7 for specific examples.

Grantee

2. To what extent did your TIG project motivate other teachers to’
plan and implement classroom innovations? i

‘x\ . Response . ’ Frequency %

N (Number of teachers)
i None - " , 7 33.3
1-3 - ‘ . 7 ©33.3
\ - .
4 or more 7 . 33.3

See Table 8 for specific examples.
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TABLE 1.8

v

v

') Specific examples of.waysbthe local TIG projects have brought about

-

changes within the schools involved (as reported by school principals).

1.

7.

10.

11.

12.

Other staff members who had applied but were not funded went
ahead with a modified plan.

The district school board and administratioh were impressed
by the project and have decided to do similar things in the -

- areas of woodshop and home ecohomics at district expense.

Has causcd other grade ]evels to do more extensive plannlng.

Project brought about considerable correlatlng of craft
activities.,to the rest of the school curriculum. Many
additions were made to the school library and the emphasis

in 7-8th grade social studies has been substantially changed.
The enthusiasm generated by the grant appears to have made a
substantial change in the school. ‘ ’
The grant has caused curriculum changes in related areas,
foreign language and social studies. ’

o

Social studies teachers: are\con51der1ng offering night classes,
modeled on this DrOJect. i R

Project has been excellent public relations. It has encouraged
parents to .come to schonl and become involved in the project.

Project has huad a positive effect on the community - anotﬁe;
teacher has operated a similar program.

Project haa dttlacted considerable attention from other teachers,

school -board and townspeople.

Eroject has included total school and has brought about much
family participation. More parents have come to school.

Project has been accepted very well by parents.

Other staff members willingly gave up prep and conference
periods tuv f£fill in for teachers involved in the project.

Stimulated use of AAAS Science.
Second grade teachers are pursuing similar activities.

A Title I project was revamped to dove-tail with this project.
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: : TABLE 19 _ ‘

Specific examples of ways the local TIG projects have brought

1.

10.

about changes w1th1n the schools 1nvolved (as reported by Grantees).

L)

It hae’been especially strong for positive public relétions.

' Younger children have, had contacts with older students.

Has been a real growth experience for the few of.us worklng
together.

Some imp:eVement_in self-concept of Indian child®en.

bthers are focdéing on values; a feeling ef unity is developing.

3

Children are g01ng to publish their own maga21ne -on ecology;
have conducted a paper drive.

Many parents have visited school who have not been in before
bringing about imprpved school-parent relationships.

Others are envious.

. . amtoe - .
Change has been in students. Sense of responsibility for
each other's safety and well being is an 1nherent attitude
developed by the ‘project.

Tecachers from this school and others in the district have
visited the project. .

Second grade teachers are doxng some of the visual-motor
activities.

B,

([:’:’
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- SUMMARY

- In more than half of the projects (60%‘) both principals and
grantees indicated that the local TIG project bl;;)ughp about a variety
of changes in the instruc;tional activities of othc;_r teachers in th-e
schools involvzed.

As well, both gave many ekamples of préjé';:t 'A's'pi,n-’off”. (See

Tables 18 and 19).
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CATEGORY: - FEEDBACK TO ADVISORY COMMITTEE )
Grantee ’ ' v
I 1. Reaction to the TIG Program. : .
' a. Should the TIG Program be continued?
° i

Response E‘ﬂreguenc'y" %
l Yes K Co21 v 100

/
] b. Comments: .

(1) Thank you! This has been the best thlng that has happened
- to our first grade in years.

- . (2) I would hope that there w111 be funds available to continue
to program.

(3) Strong feeling that the level of funding should be increased.

(4) Gave me a "shot in the arm" because someone else thought
my idea was a go_od idea. '

J it and
. '

(5) Helped because it is- difficult to get funds to make
improvements.,

Lenar itonmind
. .

[y

(6) Much of value of project came from having to "make do" with
available resources. Does not feel maximum amount should
be increased. - '

b st o d
: N

i 2. Do you plan to submit a new 1IG p‘rojec:{: next year? : ~
Res cnse o Frequency 3
1- Yes | 11 52.4
] Prcbably ‘ © 0 0
| : Undecided 6 28.6
] Prdbably Not | _ 2 /9.5 '
l No ; 2 9.5 ; giw
: «
Iv

‘Il o -JJQLEZZ




o

Specifig Suggestions for the TIG Committee:

a.

b.

Would hope' funding could be done in the spring.

Clarify c-riteria.for selection.

Limitbfunding to $500. so more ‘can participate.

Have consultant help avaiiablg to assist in writing grants. v

Distribute grant monies more equitably.

Different way to fund locally, possibly to the school building
and not central office. '

An early visit by TIG Committee would be helpful to Grantee
and the Committee. . .

More on-site visits by the Committee and more help in proposal
writing. ' '

"Come and see us sooner."”

What is proper disposition of equipment purchased with grant
monics? .

"Keep it upl” '

Have the school prepare a write-up of their 'project for

distribution to others.

123
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COMCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ‘ . _ ’

It is evident that the response to the TIG Progfam has» been highly
positive. Even though vthe original notii;i;:at~ion gf the brogram was of
neceséity 'very ciose to t;he .deadline fof submitting projects, a
significant number of propoéals were .written and the evidence indicates
a substantial increase for a second year.

The on-site evaluators f'ound‘tha.t the projects were being adequate»ly '

‘managed and most had adequate cvaluation procedures. Considerable’

evidence was f‘ound to substantiate the -claim that the TIG Prdgram was
in fact stimulatin§ classroc;m teachers to develop and implement classroom ”
improverﬁents ,. not onv].y those who were funded or applied for funding but \
other teachers within the scho-ols having a TIG project.

Tﬁe ‘.onl.y evidence available as to whether or not the projects were
in fact an improvement in instruction is the subjective judgmént of
- those involved. The fact that at least seventeen of bthe projects will

bel'continued at local expense would suggest that they are seen as

improvements by the local district.

It is clear that improvements are needed in the way the TIG Program

is publicized and that almost everyone contacted feels that the criteria
for selection should be made more clear and precise.
It is recommeénded that: ~

1. TIG projects funded be announced as soon as possible, prefer.ably

~in eariy spring.

2. A moi:e precise criteria for selection be estabiished.
3. . All applicantsm be advised as to reasons why the funded projects

were selected and the reasons for rejectibn if not funded. AY

prre
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APPENDIX A :

OSSP __SUMMER' PROGRAM IDEAS

‘The following is a sununa.:r:y of ideas and Suggestions gathered by the

Educational Coordinates staff durlng the on-51te visitations of the
random selected OSSP schools. These comments’ represent a predomlnant
feeling of teachers and administrators interviewed. They appear to fall
into two categorles ‘1, supportlve comments about last years summer
1nst1tute whlch are worth replecatmg for 1912, and; 2. new programs for

1972,

Ideas worthy of repleéatiph:

1. Optional sessions - a variety of choices.

2. Relaxed atmosphere.

3. Opportunity to work as a "school team."“

4. Opportunity ‘to hear about and talk,about new ideas.

a.
b.
© C.
‘d.

. Possible New Programs:

‘Need more examples from others with limited resources' on

How to individualize

What to do to individualize
Grading, record keeping, and
Reporting methods. '

2. Time to work with or hear others in subject area specialties.

3. How to develop "teamwork" with staff members .

4. Evaluation techniques for programs, students, and teachers.

. 5. Library with éxa.mples of individualizéd materiéls.

—

6. - How do teachers go about getting volunteer aides.

SPECIFIC IDEAS FOR SUMMER WORKSHOP,

1. Techniques for reducing class size in order to individualize.

2. Need examples of materials.

3. Keep optional sessions.

4. Evaluation techniques for programs.

a-1126
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5. Work with "school team" approach.
- 6. Work with subject areas. p

7. How to develop cooperative attitudes with staff members —-
‘teamwork. o

!

’

5‘" ..! L ,l . .\ — “ _ . .'

[P roroy asdmatat oo Km—ﬂu’
. ‘e o : )

st
I

This list should not be interpreted as being complete because of:

1. ‘All of the random seTected schools have not‘beén visited, and
2. this 1list répresents only a p‘artigl analysis. of the data
collected to date.




APPENDIX B

1971 SMALL SCHOOLS SUMMER INSTITUTE

Major Presentations

A New Design for Rural Elementary and Secondary Schools, Dr. Richard
Manatt, Iowa State University : :

Individually Prescribed Instruction, Dr. Richard Manatt

Due Process, Harold Hart

Improvmg the Self Concept, Dr. Sterling G..Ellsworth, Psychologist,

Eugene

Dealing With Student Apathy, Dr. Sterling G. Ellsworth

Reading Instruction: The Changing Scene, Dr. William G. Moore, ,
Oregon College of Education; Charles P. Haggerty, Oregon Migrant
Education Service Center; Denise Matson, Hoover Elementary School,
Corvallis '

Teacher Selectlon and Evaluatlon Dr. Dale Bolton, Unlver51ty of
Washington R

L4

Concurrent .Presentaticns .

Futures, Leslie G. WOlfe, Educational Coordi‘nates Nor thwest

Introduct:.on to Behav1ora1 Objectlves, Leslie G. Wolfe and Glenn
Brostrom, Nellie Muir Elementary School, Woodburn

Media in Curriculum Development, Dr. Wright Cowger, Wi llamette
University :

Management Strategies, Leslie:G. Wolfe

The Manzanita Project Focus on the Individual child,.. Charles Barker ‘
and Dale Fallow, Manzanita Elementary School

Effective Discipline in School, Dr..Robert P. Selby, Woodlawn
Elementary School, Portland ’

Questioning Strategiee, Dick Kemper, Keizer Elementary Schod
Arlene Fallen, West Salem Elementary School, Julius Blalostosky,
Multnomah County IED .

S ' v B A-218 L




Language Arts/Social Studies Mini-Course -- The Community as a
Classroom, Charles Scharff, Oregon State. University

4

Vocational/Technical Mlnl-Course —- Learning Package System Basic
Format, Dr. Larry Heath, Oregon State University

Mathematics/Science Mini-Course -- The Laboratory Approach to
‘Mathematics, Dr. Oscar Schaff, University of Oregon; Scott McFadden,

’ ’:r- - .’

fatmasd

R ".

¢

]

Eugene Public Schools

“"Cake and Eat It, Too," Jean Stromguist, Jackson Hicjh School, Portland

Mathematics for the Non-College Bound, James Norton, Multnomah County
1ED : ' o

Man: Nature's Most Dangerous Animal, Irma Grelsel and Peter Jensch,
Gresham High School : )
. ] |
Mathematics/science/Business Mini-Course —- Use of Computers in High
Schools, and How a Small School Can Get Started, James Norton,
Multnomah County IED; Judy Edwards, Northwest Reglonal Educational

Laboratory, Wllllam Petersen, McMinnville ngh School

Home Economi_cs Mini-Course -- Innovations in Home Economics, Mary
Jane Grieve, Oregon State: University

J

.Art Mini-Course -- Newer Media in Art Education, Dr. Kenneth Yost,

Oregon College of Education

‘Business Mini-Course -- Three—Hour Block Schedule for Offlce

‘Occupations, Mary Ann Sloan, Toledo High School
Office Simulation, Wanda Smith, Sunset High School, -Beaverton

PE Health Mini-Course -- Contract Teaching and Learning, Robert
Sauter, Lost River High School, Merrill

Music Mini-Course -- Instruments in the Elementary Classxroom, Monroe
Rlchards, QOregon City Schools
Manhattanville Music Curriculum Project Revxew, Dr. John McManus,
Unlver51ty of Oregon. . '
Appropriate Music Selectlon and Programlng, Dr. John McManus
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. 1972 SUMMER INSTITUTE EVALUATION

Title. 111, ESEA ' - _ "Steps Toward Greater Ind1v1duahzmg

PLEASE COMPLETE THIS EVALUATION AND TURN IT IN BEFORE YOU LEAVE THE WORKSHOP

bimamaiad [SSCLEN |

AL betatmada]
. 1 4 + 1

1. Tam an Administrator
_____ an Elementary Teacher: Grade or assignment
a Secondary Teacher: ___ Art; __. Business; ___ Guidance; ___ Home Ec;
- lang. Arts; ___ Librarian; ___ Math; Music, PE/Health;
____Science; ___ Sociai Studies; Vocat10nal ___ Other:

2. To what degree was .pre—confe‘rence information adequate ?
Superior; ‘Adequate; Needs Improvement
Please comment: : -

3. Please note the value to you of the various parts of the workshop. Check the

appropriate rating column for each part of the program.

) . Much Some Little None
Keynote-Session ‘
‘Panel o :

Daily Input Sessions: Jim Hargis (Tues)

Dr. Cowger (Wed)

Dr. Georgiades (Thur) .
Input for Planning (Fri)

.School Team Sessions
Independent Study

Interest Area .Consultants. Please list: .

Media Available _
Graduation Requirements
~ Fireside Chats
Opportunity to, share ideas with others
Social Arrangements

Please comment:

i , A_—3 , o over
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_2_ . © y

To what extent has the workshop increased your awareness and leCt..lJtl\’ll‘ to
greater 1ndividua1121ng in your teaching? :

Much; Some; __ Litlle; ___ None
Please comment: :

Asa result of attending the workshop, do you feel more confident to develop

objectives and design programs to meet the special needs of your students ?
' Much; Some; v Little; None
Please comment: ' . .- :

- e

Do you feel you received resources and information necessary to carry out

techniques in individualizing ?
_ Much; Some; Little; - None
Please comment: e : '

A

List the workshop act1v1t1es in priority order on which -you would like to have
regional and/or statew1de follow up sessions:

Please comment:

How do you rate the summer institute, in general?
Outstanding; Good; Mediocre; . Poor

Please comment:

i

i PLEASE COMPLETE THIS EVALUATION AND TURN IT IN BEFORE YOU LEAVE THIS WORKSHOP.

THANK YOU.

j . 131
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APPENDIX D

INSTITUTE EVALUATION SUMMARY . !

s

' 179 Registered, 120 Evaluations Returned

1. I am 22 an Administrator; 38 an Elementary Teacher; 2 Other;
" 61 a Secondary Teacher; 5 Art; 10 Business; 5 Guidance;

5 Home Ec.; _18 Lang. Arts/Social Studies; 5 Librarian;
9 Math/Science; ‘2 Music; 6 PE/Health; 6 Vocational;

2 Special Ed./EMR . ,

2. To what degree was preconference inf_ormation.adequate?
50 Superior; 64 Adequate; 3 Needs Improvement; = 3 No
Comment. ~ : : “ -

3, Please note the value to you Of the various parts of the workshop.
Check the appropriate rating column for each part of the program.
_ _ ¥ . .

Muich ° Some Little None

Keynote Session B 95 19 1
Major Presentations (Elementary) . 28 § 1
Major Presentations~(Secondary) - - 39 3
Administrators' Sessions - i 21
Mini-Courses (Subject-Centered) .

Computer v ' '

Environment

Lang. Arts/Social Studies

Behavioral Objectives

Art oy

Reading ‘

Musical Instruments

Music: Manhattanville

Music: Selection

Contract Teaching -—- PE

Manzanita ‘

Reading Instruction

Due Process .

. Business: 2 Hour Block

Merritt Davis School

Office Simulation

GATB Training

Math Sections

Vocational

Library AV

Questioning

Bush House , : :

Media Sessions . ) 22 25 13 2

®
=™

- ’
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65 Much; _45

,

Legislative Interpretation'

Opportunity to share ideas

Social Arrangements

Much Some Little None
— .
36 20 1
62 - 27 8
58 21 5

To what extent has the workshop increased your awareness and

receptivity to new and better ideas in educatlon’—’
Some ; 3

_73  Much; 40

thtle :

None; _ 5 No rating

As a ‘result of attendlng the workshop, will you feel more confident
to develop objectives and design programs to.meet the special needs

of your school district?

Some, _ 6

Little ; 1

None,' -\4 No Rating

.

Do you feel you received resources and 1nformatlon necessary to carxry
out new techniques and programs?

67 Much; 44

Some; 6

' Little ; 1

None; 3 No Rating

List the workshop activities in priority .orde‘r on which you would

like to have regional and/or statewide follow-up sessions:

Doctor'EllswoJ;t_h - 30

. Behavioral Objectives - 9

Developing Mini-Courses "~ 3 ‘
Vocational English - 2
AV/Media in the Classroom - 6

" Questioning - 10
* Due Process - 32

Individually Prescribed
Instruction - 11
Lab. Approach to Math - 3

" Futures - 2

Reading Instruction - 17
Doctor-Manatt - 9
Doctor-Bolton - 12

Mrs. Grieve -1

Scheduling - 1

Indiv. Approach to Math - 1

" Environment - 1

Poetxy - 1

New Programs throughout
the state - 1 ‘

Making Lang. Arts Curr. - 1

Elem. Due Process = 1

Business Innovation - 1

Social Sciences -~ 1

¢

How do you rate the summer institute, in general?
Good;

78 Outstanding; 38
3 No Rating

133
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Instruments in classroom - 1
Community as a Classroom - 5
Learning Packages - 6
Outdoor Education - 1
Manzanita Project - 13
Manhattanville - 2°
Contract Teaching - 8
Computers - 6

Legislation - 6

Vocational Education - 2
Effective Discipline - 3
Art - 1

English - 1

Idea Sharing - 2
Testing - 1 .
Enhancing Change -1
Woodburn Plan - 2
Devel. Min. Standards for
Clusters -~ 1 .
Grammar Instructiomr - 1
Curriculum areas - 1
Elem. Science & Art - 1
Elem. Sessions (all) - 1
School/CR Organization - 1

Mediocre; - Poor;
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OREGON BOARD OF EDUCATION .

942 Lancaster Drive NE : ¥
Salem, Oregon 97310 - | APPENDIX E
Dale Parnell, Superintendent '
Janvary 24, 1972

‘ To: Individualized Instruction Advisory Team

Subj:. " Minutes of Last Meeting
- Philosophy Statement on Indiv_idualized Instruction
Next Meeting, February 15 and 16, 1972

@» Notes of the I nuary 17 meeting are enclosed for your reference.

As you recall, Leora Sharp volunteered to compose a philosophy statement
centaining the elements discussed. The rough draft is enclosed, Please
make .suggested revisions, if any, and bring it with you to the February 15
meeting. ’

The Advi.sory Team will meet agéin on Tuesday, Pebruery 15, 9a.m.,
at the Sweetbriar Inn which is located at the Tualatin exit of I-5, about
10 miles south of Portland on the Portland-Salem freeway.

On the following day, February 16, your committee will be joined by approximately
40 more people who, with you, will be asked to serve as small group leaders -
at the April regional meetings. Mr. Jim Hargis will be on the program to
give a "dress rehearsal" of the presentation he will video tape record for
the reg10na1 meetings. We asked Mr. Hargis to do this so he could become
acquainted with representatives from the schools in order to gear his talk

" to the needs of his audience.

We will reserve rooms for any of you wishing to stay at the Sweetbriar.

We have asked for rooms with two beds and will plan on two peopleto a room.
Please let us know by return mail if you will be staymg overnight and when
you will arrive.

~ We'll see you February 15.

yaeon

Donald F. M111er Coordinator
C v - OREGON SMALL SCHOOQLS PROGRAM

DFM:brm
Enclosures
' . ass,.
MEMORANDUM : 433

I e - . i S e




APPENDIX F . -

OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM '
Oregon Board of Education - '
942 lancaster Drive, NE
Salem, Oregon 97310 /
- Y.
ya

-~ . . ' ¢

_PROPOSED DEFINITION -

- INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRT..T CTION K

-LL.—. - . , . .
\

>

Individualized Instruction is é way of orgé'nizing schooling

A

- which recognizes that each individual has his own particular

i ~ ba ckground, interests, limitations, needs, learning rate, and
I" - o abilities . Itaccepts the important:e of cooperation and interaction

within a group, and étresses ‘the value of the fulfillment of the

.$ : individual in his centinuous progre'ss throtigh the curriculum. -

\

Haa | |
4

g’
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U ' * APPENDIX G

OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM : . 39 Participants
Qregon Board of Education 38 Evaluations Returned
942 Lancaster Drive, NE . '

~ Salem, Oregon 97310

. Lt . -/ ]
~ EVALUATION SUMMARY

GROUP LEADER TRAINING SESSION

_ Sweetbrlarl n, Tualatin

’ o , ' February 16, 1972

‘. A. Was the presentor clear and understandable in his explanation?

Clear 1 2 3 4 5 Confusing
24 11 ° 2 1 . '

B. Does the presentor indicate competence in the subject?
Highly : o Less

. Competent 1 2 3 4 5 Competent -
32 5 1 - ..

C. Do you understand your task as a small group leader for the regional

meetings?

). . . » .
Fully . ' . Do not
Understand__1 2 ' 3 4 5 Understand

9 21 5 ' 3
D. Do you feel you are trained adequately to do this?
Less than -

‘Adequate _ 1 2 -3 . 4 . 5 - Adequate
SR 18 12 .2

E. General Comments (if any)f

I don't feel co*npetent enough to be a group leader-at reg1ona1 and it was
not my understanding that this conference automatically meant we would
be leaders. Would appreciate it if you ask us by letter if we will be
attending the regional as a leader. - .

Al

Like Jim mentioned, it will be a rough-trip, but the benefits will be well
worth the price.

Program tended to drag- in afternoon session.

136 - g
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General Comments (continued)

I felt there were some "details" which were confusing only becausc of
terminology discrepancies. I still have the feeling we've only scratched
the surface and feel somewhat frustrated because we didn't get into
specifics., A suggested-opening statement for each regional conference
should state that specifics will come later, and this conference is for

background.

Distribute further data on what's and how's of behavioral objectives,
I am sure many people are weak in this area. Behavioral objectives are
a must for the summer institute, :

Possible we could have actually gone through a demonstraticn of our‘-task-
performance for regional meetings. Session over-all very interesting and
stimulating and hope to get'administration (our sChool) as involved!

Wish a 1itt1e more time had been given to small group 2's and 2 x 2's this
am to "wrestle" before we gave them definition of individualized instruction,
We pushed too fast notion that we'd all accept individualized instruction
before pulling the group together. Am anxious to know if the "model" for a
school having indiv. instruction will soon be designed. T felt good about
the fact there are more younger teachers involved; thelr response very
p051tive Jim, Barbara, Don——very well done. .

AY

Further information will help before regional.

Each time I attend such a meeting I learn more.' Wish all our teachers
could attend

Feb. 15--Wish we had tackled a model for a particular school--a lot to do
' there.

. Feb. 16-~Might have been good to run through process of Regional. Stress

the optional aspects. It sounded at-first as though this is what the
Oregon Board of Education was -making us do.

I think there are others who could do a better job than I, but I 11 do my best

‘if called on.

" An exciting program.

[

I feel’better prepared for the regional than I was last year.

I rather feel that I'm at the ground floor station rather than leader p051t1on,
but totally committed to the program. v . ,
' # | ; - ~
I plan to do my best. I hope I will be able to answer questions concerned
with assessment. ' : " ; o » :
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General Comments (continued)
Véi'y good! I learned a great deal. In planning the summer, please
individualize the instruction-~for example I have been introduced to
behavioral objectives and do not need to start from scratch, but I would
like a little help in being able to write objectives quickly and easily..
‘Interesting, erthwhile project with ramifications that could revolutionize
small school programs. -

Where possible include board members.
Further information prior to regional will clear it up.

I really like this approach. T've alWays been a firm believer in working
with the student one-to-one.

In my district the administrator makes all important decisions on his éwn,
and we feel that teachers in their classrooms are completely on their own.
The attitude is that the big boss is over a 'g;oup of workmen. Each one
does his job and hopes to please the big boss. I hope that this regional
conference will have administrators in attendance and in: this with us. ’
In other words, I hope we can have a team attitude as we go into this.

Very informative. My .questions were answered. I am very concerned
with staff attitude toward the program. They responded very poorly to
beha vioral objectives when that started! The meeting with the Millers
before the Regional is essential.

I would like to have had a little more preparation on what to expect or
what was to be expected from me. I perhaps feel confused because I
don't fee\l competent in this area, but I am learning and I am enjoying it.

.I don't feel that the right people from my school were invited. I believe

\ .
counselors rather than teachers _play a-bigger role in implementing a program
like this and also in being group leaders for regional. I am not fully sold
on the program myself so don't know how I cam convince the others.

Can't wait to tjet started!
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APPENDIX H |
OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PRUGRAM

€SEA TITLE HI

——

Oregon Board of Education @ 942 Lancaster Dr.,, NE e Salem 97310 e Dale Parnel!, Superintendent Public Instruction

February - March 1972

Regional Conferences Scheduled

A seriesvo‘f 12 one~-day regional conferences will be held by the Oregon Small

Schools Program to launch its intensive thrust for helping member schools '
develop an_ci“implement a total plan for individualized instruction.

This is part of a long-range plah, "Steps Toward Greater Individuélizing,"'
designed by Jim Hargis, Oregon Board of Education Specialist, in conjunction
with an Individualized Instruction Advisory Team comprised of 11 staff

members from your schools. _ /“

Dates and regic_)ns designated for the meetings are:

-

onmmit [ - /]

March 17 Bandon High School
April 10 Prairie City High School
. April11 ~  Baker Hotel, Baker
I April 12~ Elgin High School
‘ April 13 Indian Hills Motel, Pendleton
: 8 April 17 Eugene Hotel, Eugene
-] April 19 - Umpqua Hotel, Roseburg
' April 24 Riverside High School, Boardman
H April 25 Corbett High School
1 May 1l Sheridan High School
May 3 Santiam High School, Mill City
3 May 5 Warrenton High School

At these regionals for elementary and secondary teachers, a video tape
prepared by Jim Hargis will be shown to present the concept of a total plan for
individualized instruction; the teachers will pre-assess themselves in respect
to the guidelines prepared by the Advisory Team to identify areas in which they
need to improve their skills for individualizing; and participants will meet by
school groups to begin setting goals and priorities for their own schools.

ot et

The 1972 OSSP summer institute June 12-16 at Willamette University, Salem,
will expand this by assisting teachers and administrators individually and by
. school teams in their "Steps Toward Greater Individualizing,"

139 | | o




=

— .

Besides participating in the Bazaar, Don and his wife, Barbara Administrative ’

. several member schools gathering data for the OSSP third-party. evaluation.

-~
\

Don Miller Invi'ted to Iow,a Instructional Bazaar \

Don Miller, Coordinator of the Oregon Small Schools Program, has been

invited to tell "The Oregon Story" of our small schools March 11 at the second
annual Iowa Instructional Bazaar in Ames, Iowa. The Bazaar will feature 21
exemplary Iowa schools, 6 national consultan’{s, ‘and an instructional package
bank and flea market. It is sponsored by Iowa State University College of
Education, Iowa Association of Classroom: Teachers, Polk County. Board of
Education Iowa Department of Public Instruction and Ames Community Schools

Co—chairmen of the Bazaar, Richard Manatt' Iowa State University, was keynote
speaker for the OSSP 1971 summer institute at Willamette University last June.
He was impressed with the statewide, cohesive effort to 1mprove rural education
and wants educators in Iowa to 1earn about the Program. -

<

at continuous progress, open clas sroom, and other ideas to bring back to Oregon

c'&
Group Leader Training Session

\

Thir\y—nine teachers from your schools participated in a Group Leader Training
Session for the regional meetings February 16 at the Sweetbriar Inn.

Jim Hargis presented the concept of individualized 1nstruction, the OSSP
long-range plan, "Steps Toward Greater Individualizing," and defined the
group leaders' role in the upcoming regional conferences.

Program for the regional conferences will be presented by video tape, then ' : o
trained group leaders will be on hand to serve as a panel to field questions,
assist teachers in completing their pre-assessments, and work with school
groups in setting the individualization goals for their own schools.- '
Evaluation of the training session indicated that the material presented by T
Mr. Hargis was very clear, and many participants expressed enthusiasm to

get started on the project at once. -

i,

‘Many of these people will also serve as group leaders at the summer institute.

Evaluators Visit S.chools

Ray Talbert and Les Wolfe, Educational Coordinates Northwest, are visiting.

Many of the 1971 summer institute participants will be interviewed . as well
as school administrators. Thank you for your cooperation in providing the
necessary information. ' ' .
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Individualized Instruction Ad.visory Team

The Individualized Instruction Advisory Team met February 15 at the Sweetbriar
Inn to complete work on the individualized' instruction definition, set goals,
approve a teacher pre-assessment 1nstrument de51gn an Administrator's .

‘Questionnaire, and.write objectives.

OSSP objectives for "Steps Toward Greater Individualizing” written by the team are:

1. Member schools will assess themselves in respect totie individualiz'e}ié
instruction model guidelines. This objective will.be evaluated by havin
each teacher complete'the Individualized Instruction Pre-Assessment and
return it to the Oregon Small Schools Program.

2. After completion of the assessment participating schools w1ll establish
immediate priorities for greater individualizing

_Woods 5th Grade Teacher, Alsea

3. Participating schools will establish long—range priorities for greater
I individualizing. ,
Objectives 2 and 3 Will be evaluated by\' having the administrators .complete

the Administrator's Questionnaire.

4, Participating schools will implement their individualized programs in respect
to their immediate and leng-range priorities.

5. Schools will participate:in yearly evaluation of on-gomg programs and
re-assessment of priorities, '

‘Objectives 4 and 5 will be evaluated by the third—-party OSSP evaluation.

Members of this productive Individualized Instruction Advisory Team are

Sister Eileen Brown, Principal, Sacred Heart Academy, Salem; Velva Christensen,
Head Teacher, Lincoln Elementary School, Vernonia; Roger Crist, Vocational
Teacher, McKenzie River High School, Finn Rock; Cleo Fletcher, Reading

.Teacher and Elementary Siiperv1sor Hereford Unity; John Haller, Language Arts

Teacher, Mohawk High School, Marcola; Darrel Jones, 7t\h and 8th Math

Teacher, Chapman Grade School, Sheridan; Robert Sauter, Prin01pal Lost River :
High School, Merrill; Leora Sharp, Language Arts Teacher, Pine Eagle High
School, Halfway; Mont Smith, Social Studies Teacher, Monroe Elementary School;
Ferman Warnock, Superintendent and Elefnentary Principal, Condon, Lucﬂle

+

Contemporary Curriculum for Sma'll Schools

The 1971 summer instituteé report, Contemporary Curriculum for Small Schools .

has been sent to each member-. school. We still have a limited supply of copies
for individuals who request them. ' : -

el
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NWREL Art Committee

The Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory contacted us for names of
primary teachers to assist them by serving on the Art Project Advisory Committee.-

The Lab's Rural Education Program is presently testing a model for self-instructional
art center to be used by children in kindergarten through third grade. Several
teachers from small schools-were invited to participate in an exploratory workshop -
at the Lab February 25 to review the Lab's plans, view the model art center,

- and to comment on the, utility of the center if it were placed in one of their

schools.

°

- We are pleased that the OSSP has the opportun1ty to cooperate with the Lab m
“evaluating programs for rural-education. * .

Administrators Conference

The March 'l-Administrators Conference at the Holiday Inn, Salem, was attended
by 70 people. Jim Hargis showed the video taps prepared for"thé" regional

meetings; discussed the OSSP long-range plans, and enlisted administrator
h commitment to individualizing instruction in their schools. -

Administrators were also asked to suggest ways in which the OSSP could be -of
help to their schools in implementing the "Steps Toward Greater Indiv1dualizing"

_ plan

- News From Our Schools e | e

Superintendent HENRY KILMER, Triangle Lake Schools, réports that the

elementary and high schools are using video tape equipment for improvement

of classroom instruction. To date, use has been in the elementary summer _
reading program for elementary social studies reporting, and classroom pla ’S. .

In high school it has been used in speech and English classes , In athletics,
and open air taping and playback.

Equipment has been purchased jointly with the Ivlarcola and Crow-Applegate
school districts.
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CULVER HIGH SCHOOL Business Education Department has put its long-awaited
Bulldog Insurance Company and 9 agencies into operation in the class named
"Office ‘Simulation.' Bulldog Inhsurance Company is actually a separate room at
the back of the Business Department, and the room is equipped with three
office-type desks obtained last year from the Oregon Bank in Lake Oswego.

Each desk work area has an electric typewriter, add1ng machine, and transcr1b1ng
machlne

Durch_} the first half of the year, all Office Simulation students worked to polish
some of their busifhess skills such as typing, bookkeeping, filing and learn a
bit about the insurance business. They also made applications for a loan,
signed a note and opened a simulated checking account; all this with actual

U, S National Bank forms

To "activate" the Bulldog Insurance Company, all students 'composed letters
of‘applic_ation for a job opening in the company. Représentatives from the
Oregon State Employment Division in Madras interviewed the applicants. All

-

N a‘ - L. N N i . N
. - N . . -

-students in the class will have their turn to rotate through the three job-desks

in the company: contact desk to underwriting to accounting-office manager.
While employed in Bulldog Insurance Company they receive a salary and are
paid.by a check which they deposit in their simulated checking account.

Those students not working in the Bulldog Insurance Company are busy setting
up insurance agencies, having designed their own forms and stationery, and
chosen a name and address for their agency.  The agencies have such names as
Crow's Cut Rate Insurance, McDonald Insurance Bar, and Roberts Car Insurance,
and the addresses are from New York to Hawaii. The wide- spread addresses

require much letter-writing and memo sending which constitute a key aspect -

of the teaching aims of the class.

Members of the class learn to figure premiums, compute commissions, pay

,I'rent, order supplies, figure pa.yrolls, design and-duplicate forms, dictate

and -transcribe from machine transcribers, and many other activities found in -
offices out'in-the "world of work." The most important .concept learned is

the fact that there is a definite flow of work and activity in any business office,
and each person participating must do his job correctly and efficiently to have
the office operate without interruption. It is hoped the experience gained will
give the students some of the training they would have if they were work1ng in

-an actual office getting actual experience

.-During May it is hoped that each student in the Office Simulation class will
‘have an opportunity to spend a day in an actual insurance office in Central

Oregon.

Mrs. JANE McKINNON is the Office Simulation instructor.
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" "We've Got Them Covered" chairs, sofas, and fainting couches that is! The
EDDVYVILLE HIGH SCHOOL home economics department under JANET SNYDER and
teacher aide KRIS BOND, is conducting a coed re-upholstery class. The students
startéd the semester making and upholstering footstools which were sold (at a.
profit). to a local used furniture store. :

Progressing from simple footstools to more complicated chairs and sofas, the
class made a field trip to a re-upholstery sh‘op to.observe the techniques and
workings of such a business. ‘Their next stop was the used furniture store
where class members chose the pieces they wished to recover. Fabrics
were chosen and work was begun, '

Simple cost accounts were kept by each student on his project. Upon completion
-of re~ upholstermg their pieces, the students either purchased the finished
products or sold them (at a profit) in the community. The profits, of course,
accrued to the students involved. o,
The class is now contracting work for local residents whq’;‘bring in their
furniture and material, Students contract to re~upholster the furniture at a
flat fee. o . '

"Don't call us to re-do your living room eyesore; we'll call you! We have a
backlog of pieces to re-do which will probably keep the class busy until June," |
writes teacher Arthur Schmidt. :

‘ &

"It was found that upholstering is a highly skilled profession requiring exacting,
manipulative skill and mathematics. There is a need for upholsterers, and we
hope that some of our students will fill that need in the near future."

’

ot

Our thanks to Henry Kilmer, .Jane  McKinnon and Arthur Schmidt for sending in these
“articles about their schools. Wish more of you would share some of the interesting
things you are doing. Drop us a write-up for the next Newsletter. -

For additional information about any of the items in this Newsletter, contact
Don Miller, OSSP Coordinator, or Barbara Miller, Administrative Assistant,
at 378-3074. _ N : -

,




APPENDIX I

OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM
Oregon Board of Education’
942 lLancaster Drive, NE
Salem, Oregon 97310
' February 25, 1972

INVITATION
: : I'4
To: ‘Superintendents, Principals, and School Board Chairmen

Subj: Regional Conferences
A e

- As a result of our third-party evaluation last year, the Oregon Small Schools
Program has launched an intensive effort to further individualize instruction
- in Oregon small schools.

Jim Hargis, Oregon Board of Education Specialist, has been contracted as a
consultant to help us design and implement a plan for the Program and its
member schools, "Steps Toward Greater lndividualizing "

The regional meetings scheduled for March, April and May prov1de the opportunity
to introduce this concept to all staff members in all member schools, both elementary
and secondary. Part,of the program, Mr. Hargis's overview of the concept of
-individualizing, will be presented on video tape. There will be group interaction,
teachers' pre-assessment of themselves in terms of individualized, instruction, .
then the faculties of each school present will meet as school groups to write
the goals of their own school--the degree of individualizing they wish to v
accomplish by the-fall of 1973 or later. A panel of group leaders will be present

~at each regional meeting to help explain the plan and work with the school
groups .

The regional conferences necessitate a no-school day. It will be recorded as
an inservice day, which is essentially the equivalent to a day of school.

Coffee and rolls will be served during registration begr‘ming at 9 30 a m.
The meeting will ‘begin promptly at 10:00, and the afternoon activities will end
by 3:30. Expenses of the meeting will be paid by the OSSP~~lunch, coffee
and rolls, and costs of the day's program. School districts are asked to -
provide mileage by using school transportation or school-re/imbursed travel.

A list of regional centers, a registration form, and a description of the day's
activities are included in this mailing. If yoiir school wishes to attend a
different conference center from the one indicated on our schedule, simply

~ note this on your registration form.

Please return the registration form as soon as possible.

A9 e .




The 1972 summer institute at Willamette University in Salem June 12-16 and
next year's activities will expand this individualized instruction-thrust. - You
are encouraged to send a team of people from your school to the summer
institute to continue work on impleme_ni:ing the school's goals, as well as to
work individually on identified weak areas of curriculum or techniques for
individualizing, and to attend mini sessions in their subject area or grade level.

We'll see you at the regionals!

e APl — - . | \
Donald F. Miller, Coordinator .. o
OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM ' :
DFM:brm
Enclosures: Registration form

Schedule qf regionals
Tentative program
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'APPENDIX J

SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION 942 LANCASTER DA. NE,
DALE PARNELL ’ SALEM, OREGON 87310

TELEPHONE: (503) 378.3473

February 25, 1972

To: Superintendents
"~ Principals -
'qchool Board Chalrmen

Subj: Oregon Small Schools Prbgram Plan,
“Steps Toward Greater Individualizing"

It appears that the smail schools in Oregon are providing leadership -
- in meeting their students' needs by 1mp1ement1ng 1nd1v1du:3112ed
instruction on a total sr*hool plan.

We endorse this thrust by the Oregon Small Schools Program and

encourage your participation in the upcoming spring regional

conferences which will give all of your staff members the background

for making a school plan to implement 1nd1vidua112ed instruction to

the degree upon which you decide. The 1972 summer institute will

expand this effort by providing help in short and long-range planning ' !
and giving individuals the opportunity to attend mini courses in

strategies’and curriculum content.

With your cooperation and enthusiasm, this plan can have
implications not only for the small schools, but fér all of Oregon.

‘ Dale P. Parnell
- ' Superintendent of Public Instruction

4 DPP:brm

A-10
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APPENDIX K

‘ S : SCHEDULE FOPR
i 1972 SPRING REGIOWAL CONFEPENCES

Time: 9:30 am - 3:3
Ffiday, March 17
Bandon High School

-Bandon _
Powers ' ¢
Port d?fcrd*ﬁaaglbis

Gold Be:.ich

Monday, April 10

(

Crane
Fossil
Mitchell
Spray
Dayville
Long Creck
Monument

Mt. Vernon
Prairie City

Tuesday, April 11
Baker Hotel, Baker

Hereford-uUnity
Huntington
Pine Eagle
North Powdex

Wednesday, April 12
Elgin. High School

Cove

Elgin

Union
imbley
Enterprise -
Wallowa
-Joseph

Prairie City high schocl

I'or:
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Theme: STEPS TOWARD GREATER INDIVIDUALIZING

\ .

Elementary and Secundary sc¢hools

Thursday, april 13

Indian Hills Mctel, Pendleton

Athena
Lcho
Helix
Stgnfield
Ukiah
Uimapine
Uumatilla
Wegton

Monday, April 17
“ugene: Hotel, Fugena

Elachly
~Central Linn
Crow
Harrishburg
Loviell
Manroe
Mapletcn
Marcola
McKenzie
Alsea
Eddyville
. Siletz
Waldport

Wednesday, April 1¢

Umpqua Hotel, Roseburg

Noxth Deugles
" Elkton

Days Creek
Cdmas Valley
Yoncalla
Riddle
Glendale -
(Continued)




VMonday,.April 24

W

G

1

Wednesday, April 19 (Continued)

Umpqua Hotel, Roseburg

‘Rogue River

" Prospect
Butte Fa
.Paisley !

Riverside Schocl, Boardman.

Arlington
Condon
Heppner -
Ione.
Houghton Elementary
Riverside
Sherman

T

B -
L
.
‘

Tuesday, April 25
Corbett High School

"Corbett
Colton .
Cascade Locks.
Culver
Bonneville Elementary
° Columbia Christian

Academy of the Holy Child

Concordia

”

Monday . May‘l

. Sheridan High School ‘

Sheridan
Dayton
Gaston
Perrydaie
" Falls City
Valsetz
St. Paul

. Wednesday, May 3 5 i
Santiam High School, Mill City

Mill City

Jefferson

Detroit .

Sacred Heart Academy, Salem
" Western Menncnite '

Salem Academy

Mt. Angel ‘ -
.. Mt. Angel Seminary High School
MacLaren

Friday, May 5
Warrenton High School

Vernonig
_Warrenton
" Jewell -
Tillamook Catholic
Knappa -

K




9:30 am
10:00
10:15

10:3'_0 )

'11:30
11:50

12:30 pm

1_:30

3:30

- OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM
: Oregon Board of Education
942 Lancaster Drive, NE _ -
Salem, Oregon 97310 ' " i

o

-

APPENDIX L

TENTATIVE PROGRAM
1972 SPRING REGIONALS

Theme: STEPS TOWARD. GREATER INDIVIDUALIZING

{

. Coffee and Registration

- Wrglcome and Introductions

Wl;xat 1s Individualized Ins_truction? - Buzz session

Video Tape Presentation by Jim Hargis
“"Steps Toward Greater Individualizing" -

Group reaction and discus sion

Lunch (p_fovided by the Oregon Small Schools Program)

Teachers complete pre-assessment questionnaire,
vassisted by group leaders

Scnool groups meet to discuss and document
goals for their own schools

Dismissal

150
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APPENDIX M

: ' REGIONAL MEETINGS

Mentioned exemplary programs in other schools in response to questlons.
Panel members responded to specific questions.

Announced at every regional meeting:
Teacher Incentlve Grant Open Appllcatlon Period soon to be
_ announced. .
- Title IIT Regional Dissemination Conferences.
' Avallablllty of the Retrieval Dissemination Center at OBE
' Mentioned IOX and other sources of.pre-wrlttenmfi“éhavxoral
., objectives. :

Summer Institute was "advertised" at every regional. One hundred seventy-
nine people have already signed uwp for it.

[}

Regional Conferences: Attendance
Bandon - March 17 77
- Prairie City April 10 83
Baker ° April 11 56
Elgin April 12 ' 99 ,l
Pendleton April.13 95 '
Eugene ' © Aprilt 17 _ 178
Roseburg : April 19 95
‘Boardman April 24 183
" Corbett . T April 25 _ 97
Sheridan : May 1 . 179
Santiam May 3 122
Warrenton May 5 - 94
Total g 1,358

A 13154 ' :




. . 5 - - APPENDIX N
,- ' OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM o COMPOSITE SUMMARY
P Oregon Board of Education ° : : 12 Regional Meetings
' 942 Lancaster Drive, NE | ) . 1358 attended
Salem, Oregon 97310 . ' 1070 evaluations
' L . : ' returned
EVALUATION y ’

. 1972 REGIONAL CONFERENCES

""STEPS TOWARD GREATER INDIVIDUALIZING"

A

A. Did the '.rldeo presentation,give you a clear overv1ew of the project?

. ! . 1-"Boring"
Clear - o .2 3 4 5 Confusing
257 345 319 114 28 . 6~No Answer

B. ‘'Was the panel able to answer your questions brought out as a result
of the video?

. - Clearly 1 2 3 4 -5 Unclearly
161l 274 354 178. 64 39-No Answer

C. How do you, personally, feel about the plan, "Steps Toward Greater '
Individualizing"?

Very : . .

Enthusiastic _~ 1 2 3 4 5 Reluctant
) 326 404 234 . 72 27 7-No Answer

Comments: - :

D. How dld you feel about the small .group (school group) session in the ' -
afternoon? ' -
Very Good 1 2 3 4 5 Frustrated
: 123 233 289 89 75 261-No Answer
Comments : ' : ' :

E. I do _273 donot _404 do not know _366 tentatively plan to
attend the 1972 summer 1nst1tute, "Steps Toward Greater Individualizing"
at Willamette Unlversn:y June 12-16. (27 No Answer)

F. General Conunents (1f any) :

THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING THIS CONFERENCE. PLEASE TURN IN THIS EVALUATION'
BEFORE -LEAVING TODAY. ‘ :

152
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APPENDIX O

\

INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION -

PRE-ASSESSMENT

S " This.form is confidéntial and will’

"'be used by you and the OSSP only
as anaid in determining where
you are and how you will proceed
in developing and implementing
individualized education.

¢

OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM
Oregon Bodrd of Education
942 Lancaster Drive, NE
Salem, Oregon 97310 .

. School -

- S

“Instructor -

Subject(s)

| : | A-15
18 - 153
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b

How To Use The

"Individualized Instruction Pre-Asses sinent '

This form will help you check on many of the details that seem
te be important to help an individualized program be suéces sful,
If you wish, sit down with your school administrator and a
counselor to fill out the check list.

When you are starting a program you will probably rate mostly

in the 1's column. The object of the form is to help you set

specific plans for changing.” You can't do it by yourself.-
In addition to changing your own role, you are changing the
role of the studernt. You are putting much more responsibility

on his shoulders--help him,

The Assessment column indicates the topic to be considered.

Ratings are from 1 (1f you are not now doing the specific item) -
to 5 (if you do all that is described).

The Present Status column 1s for honesty time. Describe it like

it is
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~Salem, Oregon 97310

" Bloom, Benjemin (Ed.), Taxonomy of Educational Obijectives, The Classification

OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM
Oregon Board of Education :
942 Lancaster Drive, NE - B

APPENDIX P
PROFESSIONAL LIBRARY

The following materials are available on a loan basis to all f’ro'graim schools:

BOOKS

Amidon', Edmund & Elizabeth Hunter, Improving Teachmg. The analysis of.classroorh‘
verbal instruction. .

Amidon & Hough, Interaction Analyéis: Theory, Research, & Application.

Applegate, Easy in English. An imaginative approach to the teaching of language arts.

ASCD Yearbooks: ,
Individualized Instruction, 1964 - .
Evaluation as Feedback and Guide, 1967 - S )
Life Skills in School and Society, 1969 ' '

Barker & Gump), Big'School, Small School. "High school size and student behavior..

Barbe, Psychology & Education of the Gifted.

Biggs & MacLean, Freedom to Learn. Addison Wesley, 1969,

- of Educational Goals, Handbopk I: Cognitive Domain.

Bruner, Jerome, On Knowing--Essays_for the Left Hand.

Bruner, Jerdme, The Process of Education,

Burr:hinal, Lee G., Rural Youth in Crisis: Facts,. Myths, and Social Cha_nge.

Bush & -~A11en;_ A New Design for H'igh School Education--Assuming a Flexible Schedule.

‘ ,
Committee for Economic Development, The Schools & Challenge of Innovation.

" Curtis & Moseley, Providing for Individual Differenc_es in the Elementary School.

: Darrow & Van Allen, Independenr Activities for Creative Learning .

Eble, A Perfect Education.

Educational Research Serv1ce ERS Circular No. 3, 1969. "Evaluating Teaching
Performance S

MS2



Ford,. Hite, & Koch, Remote High Schools: The Realities.

‘Massialas & Zevin, Creative Encounters in the Classroom——Teachmg and Learning

b

-0 : o C e

Eidell & Kitchel, Knowledge Production and Utilization in Educational Acﬁnin_i_:gg_ijg.-_t_.i;;:-;g.

Fenton, Edwin, The New Social Studies. .

Goodlad, School, Curriculum, and the Individual. _ . .

{ .
Goodlad & Anderson, The Nongraded Elementary School.

Holt, How Children Fail .

)

Holt, How Children Learn,

Kidd, Myers, & Cilley, Laboratory Approach to Mathematics. 'SRA.

Koerner, J. D., Ed., The Case for Basic Education: A ProgramA of Aims for Public
Schools., ' C ' o

Kréthwohl, Bloom, 'and, Masia, Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, The Classification
of Educational Goals. Handbook II: Affective Domain.

[}
g

-~

Mager, Preparing Instructional Objectives. o ', , C T

Mager & Beach, Developing Vocatiohal Instruction. Fearon, 1967. ‘

Massialas & Cox, Inquiry in Socialb Studies.

Thr ough Discovery.

‘Michael, William,' Ed., Teaching for Creative Endeavor., Indiana Uriv. Press.

Miel, Creativity in Teaching. . .

Miles, Innovation in Education‘.

National Audio Visual Assoc1atlon The Audlo Visual Equipment D1rectorL 1971

Nimnicht & Partridge, Designs for Small High Schools, ' I

Oiiver & Shaver, Teachirg Public Issues in the High School.

Parker and Rubin, Process as Content: Currlculum Design and the Application of
Knowledge. = , | ; SN

Petroquin, Gaynor, Individualized Learning Through Modular--Fléxible Scheduling.

. . . . }' \?
Phillips, The Video Tape Recorder in the Classroom. b
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President s Nat10na1 Advisory Commlttee on Rural Poverty, The People Left Behind.
September 1967 : "

Reno, The Impact Teacher. 3M Educational Press, 1967.

-

Rosenthal, Pygmalioh in the Cl’assrdem.

Russell, Change and Challenge in A;nerican Education. Houghton Mifflin Co., 1965,

‘Sanders, Norris M., Classroom Questions:s What.Kind?
"Schaefer, Robert J., The School as a Center of ‘Inquiry.

Schmuck & Runkel, Org@nizatibnal Training.

. Selby, RobertP., EBffective Discipline in School.

K}

Spears, Harold, Curriculum Planning Through In‘-—.Se;vice ngramé.

Thelen, Dynamics of Groups at Work. = -~~~ ‘ .

Torrance E. Paul, Rewardinq Creative Behavior.

Us Dept of Agrlculture Handbook Age of Trans1t10n Rural You*h in a Ghanging
Society.

Vidich, Arthur] and Joseph Bensman, Small Town in Ma ss Society. Class, power,

‘and religion in a rural community. . ‘ -

Tornabene, I Passed As a Teenager. i ' -

Woods, Thomas, Administration of Educational Innovations.

\

Sabine, How Students Rate Their Schools and Teachers .. NASSP, 1971.

VIDEO TAPE

[ .
-

The Corbett Nongraded Language Arts Program, Corbett High S chool, 5/ 69...
. —".__,—-"' . ﬁb

- . >

SLIDE/TAPE
l—’

J. Lloyd Trump, "Improving Small Schools." 3./30/70.
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FILMS = (o

:‘.Seven 28 ‘m1nute color films by Dwight Allen informally presenting educational
i . alternatives developed in the Stanford Flexible Scheduling and Curriculum Study j
A more detailed description of these films is attached

‘ I, ,Per_formance Curriculum I: Issues in Innovation
II. Performance Curriculum II: Issues in Organization ) ,
: III. Differentiated Teaching Staff : ' |
l IV. The Resource Center. _ : ]
: V. The Open Laboratory ‘
VI. - Small Instruction Group
' VII. Large Instruction Group

"Community Schools Can't Stand Still", a 40 minute black and white film from
.the Univers1ty of Wisconsin, tells how communities of Black Earth & Mazomanie,
Wisconsin cooperated inthe. reorganization of a school district and construc-

. tion of a new school. Shows how problems were resolved, how support for the

_ "idea .school" was developed, and how local people cooperated in a community

h action program resulting in a different approach to education.

"The,Improbable Form of Master Sturm." This 13 minute film concentrates on . '&
* student inquiry, which is the heart of gradeless education. Schools become ‘

information-centered, ra her than behavior-centered, The library becomes the

most important adjunct to' a nongraded school curriculum,

. ~"Answers and Questions. " A 24 minute sound and color film that takes note
= of changing school designs and the installation of modern equipment, but
raises questions about the functions of both. It questions the value of high’
. school diplomas, academic as well as technical curricula, and suggests a
closer look at the values of our society and what they mean for our schools. -

"Teachers and Classes" or "Items" is a 40 minute black and white film of .
critical classroom incidents with alternative solutions . A Dwight Allen film.

"Focus on Behavior No Two Alike," a 30 minute film which uses a s1mulated
classroom to shbw various types of inquiry and questioning techniques to
stimulate different kinds of thinking in the teaching-learning précess.

T FIOMSTRIPS . | - A
{ ’ "And Now What?" Put out by the NASSP, this filmstrip is designed-to present \\

qurrent attitudes found on many school and college campuses, and to provoke
dis ssion among thoughtful adults who are seeking appropriate changes. 1969.

- "Thank God It's Friday!" The primary intent of this NASSP filmstrip is to.present
an honest portrayal of the first year of teaching so that beginners might know
better what to expect. In doing so, it illustrates a number of the common .
mistakes in attitude and behavior made by many beginners

6/14/71 - 465




' OREGON‘ SMALL SCHOCLS SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL

The purpose of this instrument is to measure the MEANINGS of certain things
+0 various people by having them judge them against a series of descriptive

APPENDIX Q

SCHOOL

gcales. In completing this 1nventory, please make yow: judgments on the

basis of what these things mean to you.
will £ind different conéepts 4o be judged and beneath cach a set of scales..

On the pages of this booklet you

You are to rate the concept on each of these scales in order.

Work through this gxample:‘

If you feel that thé concept at the fop- of the page is very closely related v
to one end of the scale, you

should place your check-mark as follows: .

. Neutral
STRONG X : : : : : H WEAK
: OR
" Neutral .
STRONG s : : : : :_ X 'WEAK

, If you feel that the concept is quite closely related to one or the'bﬁher end
of the scale (but not ext:emely), you should place your check-mark as follows;

.

Neutral
STRONG : : : : : : WEAK
OR
. l Neutral .
STRONG : : : .2 s X ¢ WEAK

If the concept seems only slightly related to one side
other side (but is not really neutral) then you should

°

as opposed to the
check as follows:

Neutral
ACTIVE : : : : s : PASSIVE
° 4 .
OR .
q
- Neutral )
: : : : : PASSIVE

ACTIVE

‘*‘-1156_




The direction toward which you check, of course, depénds upon which of the
two ends of the scale seem most characteristic of the thing you are judging.

If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scale, both sides of the
-gcale equally associated with the concept or if the scale is completely
irrelevant and unrelated to the concept, then you should place your check-—
‘mark in the m:dele space:

Neutral ,
STRONG : : : s X i : : WEAK
Consider these examples:
/. " TEACHING METHODS

/ _ o

Very - Quite Slightly Neutral Slightly  Quite Very
good / ' - ‘. - bad

/ - ' CLASSROOM OBSERVATION

/ v @ s «w s - @ v |
/ meaningful __ X ' - ‘meaningless

Here I feel that classroom observation is very meaningful, so I‘checked the
blank under Very on the meaningful side of the scale.

TEXTBOCK MEMORIZING

l;teaningfﬁ]_. 4 ' s : X ‘meaningless

Iri this case, memorizing textbook passages was rated as Very meaningless.

IT IS VERY IMPORTANT THAT YOU: : o Y |
(1) Place your check-marks in the middle of the space , not on the
boundarles. ’
this . not this

X ' X

. . ] .
(2) Be sure you check every scale for every concept -- DO NOT OMIT ANY!

(3) Never put more than one check-ma*k on a single scale.

D - 5 R




Sometimes you may feel: as though you have had the same item before on the
inventory. This will not be the case, so DO NOT LOOK BACK AND FORTH
through the items. Do not try to remember how you checked similar items .
earlier. MAKE EACH ITEM A SEPARATE .AND INDEPENDEMT JUDGMENT. Work at a
fairly high speed through this inventory. Do not worry or puzzle over
individual items. This is not a test -- consequently there are no right .
1 or wrong answers. It is your FIRST IMPRESSION, the IMMEDIATE "FEELINGS" o

- about the items that we want. Qn the other hand, please do not be careless, '
because we want your true. impressions. '

Go on now to the first ceficept on the following page.
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concerr: STUDENT SELECTION OF LEARNING GoAls

4

. Neutral /
Positive : : Negative
Strong ‘Weak
Active : : : : : : Passive
1
CONCEPT: : _ Pre-TEsT -
. Neutral
Positive : : : : : : Negative
/ - Strong ' : Weak
Active _ : Passive
\ .
‘CONCEPT: _ STUDENT NEEDS -
: - Neutral _ e
Positive B : : : : : Negative
Strong : : : ; : : Weak *
Active : . . A6 . passive




.

CONCEPT: LEARNING RATE
Neutral ' »
Positive : : : : Negative
- Strong : ) e : Weak
" Active ) Passive
s
_CONCEPT : ‘EbucaTiON
. — —
T Neutral .
- —Positive— :- : : - : : " Negative
Strong : : Weak :
' ;égive ; 5 B Passive
\
CONCEPT: INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCT ION
Positive : : 3 : : Negative
Strong : . : Weak .
| Active Passive
s A0



~

.
’ ] - —— —

CONCEPT: BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVE
Neutral o
Positive : : : : : : Negative
Strong ' : : : : : : - Weak
. Active : : : : : : Passive
/
. \ X . , .
CONCEPT: SuBJECT MATTER
\ .
Voo .
\ . .
. Neﬂtral
Positive : : - : e ' : : \  Negative
\ s ’
" Strong : : K \ : 3 : Weak
: \
Active : s s 3 s : Passive
CONCEPT : - EvALUATION
. Neutral
Positive : : s : : Negative
Strong : : : : : Weak
Active -2 : : : : : Passive

g




: Neutral - _
Positive : s : : s : Negative .

Strong i Lo : : e : Weak

CONCEPT: PRESCRIPTION INSTRUCTION
Neufral
Pos;tive : : Negative
i . Sfrong : : : : i Weak
Active : s : - : : Passive
J
)
I CONCEPT: Di1SCIPLINE
- i : Neutral
- ) ~ Positive : e Negative
| l | Strong : : : L ) Weak .
I _Activé . : s : . - s Péssive
- |
' | concepT: - STUDENTS CHOOSE LEARNING ACTIVITIES

Active : : : s K : Passive




et
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CHALLENGED COURSES

CONCEPT:
_ Neutral -
Positive < s : : Negative
Strong 2 : Weak
Active . s Passive
CONCEPT: )
Neutral
Positive : s : Negative
Strong : : __Weak
Active : s Passive
CONCEPT: CoNnTINUOUS PROGRESS
Neutral '
Positive s : : : Negative
- Strong : ‘Weak
Active : : Passive
8
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APPENDIX R

OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM
{

Small Schools Breakfast

OSBA CONFERENGE

Tuesday,| November 9, 1971

OSSP breakfast attended by: - ,
FR l

43 board members ¥
33. superintendents
IEDisuperintendents,;assistant”superintendénts
2 priﬁcipals

1 ‘IED seéretary

1 guest (board member's husband)
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APPENDIX S

OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM
Oregon Board of Education
942 Lancaster Drive, NE

‘Salem, Oregon- 97310

May 10, 1972

INVITATION

To: . Summer Institute Group Leaders

The training session for group leaders who will be helping with the 1972 Shmfner

Institute has been changed from May 15 to Friday and Saturday, May 19 and 20..

The Friday evening session will be 7:30 p. m. , May 19, at the Holiday Inn,

- 745 Commercial Street, SE, Salem, in the Orleans Room (downstairs). Coffee -
- will be served. This session will probably last two or three hours.,

On Saturday, May 20, we will meet 9 a. m. to 4 p.m. at Randall's Chuck Wagon,
3170 Commercial Street, SE, Salem.

This session will prepare you for your role as an "Aide" ih the summer
institute to work with your fellow teachers. -Jim Hargis, Chuck Barker, Jerry

.Martin, Herb Nicholson/‘ayz/lohn Fessant comprise the team heading the

summer institute, and they'will be present at this traimng session to work

. with us.

You will be on your own for dinner Friday evening and for Saturday breakfast.

A group lunch will be served at Randall's. Your expenses will be reimbursed
at regular OSSP rates: $1.50 breakfast, $3.50 dinner, and $9 lodging; m11eage
at 10 ¢ per mile. We suggest you share rides whenever poss1b1e

If you plan to stay overnight, please make your own resefvatmns The Holiday

Inn will meet Program rates of $9 for a s1ng1e room. A reservation card is enclosed

for your convenience.

Please return the enclosed response form so we know whether or not you will
be able to attend this preparatory session.

Hope to see you Friday, May 19. T

% - _' e Donald F. Miller, Coordinator
DFM:brm
Encﬁlosures .

' a-19 7S
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APPENDIX T

OREGON SI\l/[ALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM
Oregon Board of Education

942 Lancaster Drive, NE

Salem, Oregon 97310

February 15, 1972

INVITATION
To: - Superintendents and Principals

Subj: OSSP Administrators Meeting > :
(Date changed to March 1) , /

‘"The Administrators Confererice scheduled for March 6 has been changed to

Wednesday, March 1, 10 a.m., at the Holiday Inn, 745 Commercial Street, SE,
Salem. Purpose of the conference is to preview‘_ the videc¢ tape presentation

on individualized instruction preparad by Jim Hargis for the series of regional
meetings for your teachers to be held in April and to discuss future Program
activities. ' ' ' n ) .

Our third-party evaluators, 'Edu‘cational Coordinates Northwést,’ recommended
that the OSSP develop a paper model of individualized instruction, list alterna-—

‘tives, and plan Program activiti](es according to the over-all effort. The _ .o

Steering Committee approved thl\s recommendation and directed us to formulate-

-plans for doing this.

Jim Hargis, Oregon Board of Education, has been contracted as consultant
to help us with our plan, to make the presentation for the regional conferences,

‘and to head the 1972 summer institute., He has designed a four-step plan,

accepted by the Steering Committee, "Steps Towards Greater Individualizing."

Step 1 is to define what individualized instruction should be. Step 2 is to
determine where you are now in relation to your goal, step 3 is how to get

there, and step 4 is to know when you have arrived.
g

For step 1, what individualized instruction should be, an advisory team of 11 .
‘people has been selected from your schools and is working on the philosophy/ .

definition, glossary of terms, assessment guidelines, and goals.

‘This will also be worked on in the regional meetings. Because of the large
number of regions in our state, Mr, Hargis will video tape his introductory
presentation for these meetincs. A cross-section of 45 administrators and
teachers are meeting with him this week to hear his presentation and interact’
with him. After this opportunity to meet his audience, he will make his
taped presentation. (A schedule of the regional meetings will be in the mail
soon.) ‘ :

A-20 176 |

\ ) .
‘ A Text provided b e
: -
. ~ .

.




7

[EEESSRY ) [ i\_!

et

JRECY s

i ‘ 3 = ) ’ I .I. . ) N

At these regional meetings, school teams will be asked to write the cjoals of
their own schools and the degree of individualizing they wish to accomplish
in their schools by the fall of 1973 or later.

You are invited to come to Salem-March 1.to preview the video tape and provide

feedback to. Mr. H‘argis and us on the presentation and the plan. We urge your
attendance at this meeting.

~ Steps 2'and 3 of the individualization plan, where you are now and how you

will reach your goals, will be the basis for the 1972 summer institute. Schools
will be encouraged to send teams of people to assess their schools and

- themselves as individuals and to develop short and long-range plans for
.implementing individualization. In addition, each participant will he able

to work on identified weak areas of curriculum or techniques and to participate
in mini courses relevant to his subject area or grade level. Group leaders from
member schools and well known consultants will assist Mr Hargis with the

institute,

Step 4, the éssessmeht a.nd/ev'aluatic'm ofl the on-going implemenfation and the
revision of individualized programs in your schools, as well as examination of

. the many alternatives for individualizmg, will comprlse Program activities for

1972-73.

You, the administrator, are the key to successful implementation of

individualized instruction in your school. Please attend the March 1 meeting in a

Salem to help us with this important first step and to d1scuss the OSSP's

" services to you.

- The Program will pay conference expenses; mileage at the rate of 10 cents per

mile; meals, 1.50 breakfast, 2.00 lunch, and 3.50 dinner; and lodging at 9.00.
Please share rides, where possible, and make your own motel reservations.

It will be helpful if you return the enclosed registration forrﬁ so we know you're

coming. If you have questions, please write or call us at 378-6522, our new
phone number.

/(l‘)(_ ;//L A‘ : _ . 7
Donald F. Miller, Coordinator '
OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM
DFM:brm

Enclosure: return form




APPENDIX U

e ADMINISTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRE

) . o]

o ' : 1. Do you have a written total plan for J.mplementlng J.nd1v1duallzed
g instruction in your school?

2. If you answered no to questlon 1, but have such a plan for one‘or
‘more specific dJ.scn.le.nes, please lJ.st. . \

3. To what extent will you be able to part.;{c1pate in the total
"Steps Towara Greater IndJ.Vlduallzn.ng plan?

i

\

Nara o e

f"“, ’

Posi_tion’»"

[ :
School/District , .




APPENDIX V

OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM
. Oregon Beard of Education
\ - 942 Lancaster Drive, N
| Salem, Oregon 97310
\
EVALUATION' ,
ADMINISTRATORS CONFERENCE
Holiday Tnn, Salem
March 1, 1972

A. Was the presentor clear and understandable in his explanation? -

Clear’ 1 2 3 4 . 5 ___ Confusing
’ _. ) .3
B. Does the presentor indicate competence in the subject?
* Highly -
Competent ~ 1 2 3 4» , 5 -Less Competent

I
/

C. How do you, personally, 'feel about the OSSP plan, "Steps Toward
Greater Individualizing?"

Qlery_ o
Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5 Reluctant to Start

Comments: . o :

D. HOW'Can the Oregon Small Schools Program help your school attain the
-goals you set? ' '

E. General Comments (if any)_ﬁ

- THANK YOU FOR: ATTENDING THIS CONFERENCE. PLEASE TURN IN THIS
EVALUATION FORM BEFORE YOU ‘l'..EAV%_.‘?9 .

.

A--22
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j L ; : ‘ APPENDIX W : o !
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: OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM | " 56 Attended Conference .

! Oregon Board of Education ;, 49 Evaluations Returned
942 Lancaster Drive, NE '

’I .
| ‘l . Salem Oregon 97310 . , Attendance represented:
l‘,‘ o o , 32 Districts
!' o " o " EVALUATION SUMMARY 4 Nonpublic schools /
/ S . ADMINISTRATORS CONFERENCE 4IED's

- Holiday Inn, Salem
March 1, 1972

A, Was the presentor clear and understandable in his explanatlon'?

, No ans — 1
Clear 1 2 3 4 5 - Confusing
16 21 6 1 (4 rated am confusing, pm clear)
B. Does the presentor 1nd1cate competence in the subject?
Highly - : : . ‘ ‘Less
Competent | 2 3 4 5 Competent

35 7 13 1
C. How do you, personally, feel about the OSSP plan, "Steps Toward
Greater Individualizing"?

Very . . Reluctant -

Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5 to Start
o 22 22 4 1

Comments: : : o i

Some things need to be more clear to me. .

Need cooperation of Board and staff to 1mplement—-ta kes time and, effort.
A definite need, but will have togo slowly.
I'm willing to begin,
I feel this is a worthwhile prOJect and Iwill be interested- in seeing the
' outcome in our local school. -
I think we are already into this and need desperately to define our actions to
- date and plan a long~range program.,
I made my point in discussion. )
Enthusiastic but worried. How doJ do’a good job with this in addition to
every other need and demand--time'JI \
Very helpful., . :
I'1]l need help selling thls to my staff and hope regional can stal;,r this \
Good program, if questions can be answered. P
Presentation improved as presen)tor fielded and reacted to questions from

-the audience, S L ¢ $
I feel that this sounding session will help you sohdify planrung S

I believe we've beén taking steps all along. I feel longer strides are Oy
certainly necessary. - o

The program has created discussion which should clear the air and create more
cohesive effort among districts, f l

A needed program., Teachers have expressed need for people to give training '

My feelings differ according to the dlfferent subject areas.

ERNGs  cmae  eMSNS 0 SOEKES 0 mmue 0 NG 0 CMEED MM MDD O saW 0 DU saemy OB MO aeese
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To begm impleménting any form of individualiZed ins truct1on it would be
nece ary‘ to reorganize several pr1or1tv 1tems scheduled .I.Ol next year . _
i.e. self evaluation and vocational education, This becomes a "stumbling
T block" for the program.
I was most pleased
We've become believers! 5 'Y
b ' ) The real problem will be to mot1vate faculty, espec1ally elementary faculty.
. Let's make it really go, :
Fhis program will need to proceed slowly: Lo ®
Don't kid yourself The mormng seSsion caused the wholesome afternoon -
_ sessions«today. - ? : :
> I believe many points vgere severely m1sunderstood by members of the audience.
' Teacher partic1pat1on ¢s a must. X

(“‘-/ D, | How can the Oregon Small Schools Program help your school attain the goals
© you set?

Resource. : '
I feel that since OBE is "our board" [Deaf School] that the possibilities are
unlimited.for us. ' :
Give help when we request it. ' . . .
By having some@ne available that can come in and help us at times in case - }
we get bogged down. ' ' ,
eep up the. effort toward major and specific goals and m a concentrated -
manner,
Continue .with: your planned programs
A good reg1omal presentat1on
- . After regional I can answer better. : .
Understand what "Ind1v1duallz1ng School Program“ really is. Convince teachers
that this is-the way to go in education and all teachers capable of doing so.
I feel the stalf is more aware of many changes taking place in education today.
Keep the 1nfo coming--we need help in the form of "helpful hints", etc.
.Consultanc help. - . : !
OSSP, can antl will get: my school started and 1nvolved in STGI e
. Consultant serv1ce--1nd1v1duallzed
) By help1ng us with inservice for faculty. Examples of 1nd1v1dualized \(\_‘
instruction and behavroral obJectives

! Unsure at this time, - ° ' | , N

du

“Model plans of existing programs. Working with teacher preparation institutions
to get them to update their proqrams {o) people (teachers\ in the field can
< get help from there. R

) 1 . Evaluatlbn of present program in our school. 2. Evaluation of what.the
school is trying to accomphsh in the way of curriculum rev1s1on and
individualization,

Specif1c ideas on 1mplementat1on of 1ndiv1dual1zed program.. Need-. good
explanation on "why" need the program, Maybe a model with results ’
showm‘g value of the same. . , - . ’ B v
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General Comments:

3

Continue to provide the services to ‘the questions and materials asked.
- Twourld hope that they will become helpful. I agree with the concept of-
Individualizing.
Help at local staff meeting.-
I'‘hope the. regional and the summer institute will help attain our goals . .
A list «f people to contact for inservice training in various areas. . o o
By putting out all the"materials possible 'on the subject. '
I feel the OSSP is off to a good start. As was brought out today we need some
models. I for one am confused as where to start. . This is where assistance
is needed. ‘ ’
It remains to be seen. Hopefully, a great deal : :
Help us set up a TV-class presentation, through ‘DCE on Individualizmg that , .,

[} 7

the district might possibly fund.. _ , % S .
Fortify the adniinistrators. . o e T o ’ :‘}'
The tentative program seems good. . ’ o /

To give suggestions to bridging the gap between elementary and secondary
schools and toward individualizing total program,

' Hopefully help sell 1ndiv1dualized instruction to some fa,culty and board

N

members . , - e S
Printed models must be available, e.g. reporting, scheduling, pre-service,
: In-service;, instructional packages/programmed instruction, continuous
- progress.. R ‘ - _ ' 4 s
Continue the current pressure trend. ‘ ’ o l
-‘Work with OBE to develop incentive goals that a1d students and teachers 1n ' ‘
developing innovative programs. -
We will let you knowl

Helped me urderstand what"s going on. Sorry I am new to the Program.
Worthwhile day. : - 3
It will take a.while to assess the proposal, reacl: to it and dec1de upon
degree of 1mplementation. :
I am most pleased with'the efforts you are making. The 1mpact will be felt
much more now than in the past because 'the focus is on one area.
I have a betfer knowledge now about your program. I see a need for this.
Session gave me something to start ‘on with teachers., A good preview. S ‘
-Jim Hargis very capable in his presentation I enjoyed the day.
The morning session was rather confusing, howeves Jim 1mmed1ately
recogniz »d the discrepancies in communication and rectified the situation
in the-afterrogn.  He did a good job.
More help in selling teachers on this. 4 v ,
The first step--of a long walk--but every trip begins there. . Confusion and Rt
frustration became clear through Jim's lucid explanations and patience.- '
This may be the way to go but we will need a lot of help.

- . ] Lo . -
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CoL The opening video tape was too general——more like a faculty room discussion
The graphs and lines used in the afternoon would do a better job. ,
Good session I felt-you and Jim wanted beedback from the administrators and
got it. I hope their problems discussed here will provide a good regional.
inservice session.’
You must feel like you're banging your heads against a brick wall' Please
~don't let this discourage you. It's going okay.
Take a look at Columbia School, Portland. (It's not a large-school.) I will be
making a visitation tomorrow upon recommendation of the NW Regional
Elem. School Prin. Association.
I enjoyed the session very ruch. R . .
Morning session a bit too theoretical. Needed to jump into the heart of the
.topic sooner, Pre-assessment instrument is a good starting place.
"I see this as a major prOJect--both staff and administrative. For this reason
~it'would be necessary to eliminate a couple of projects for next year.
.-Let's start at the gun-rather than 15 minutes late. :
I always come away {from OSSP well pleased. -
I believe we need this, so let's do it! How about bringing a couple of kids '
- a master 1ndiv1dualizer and show us how it could be operated. I
This is a needed program, but in any relatively. new program administrators an:l
teachers will need to act slowly .
- I would like the continued close communications in disseminationg 1nformuti0u :
from other small schools. o o :
Very informative. " ‘
What is [has been] great about you" leadership, Don Miller, is your ability to
- bring in resources, i.e. philosophers , practioners, and enthusiastic
p.articipation. . 4
I have been interested in this kind of program for sometime
This can give us definite direction in our program, .

N\

«

4
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< 8. Promising Practices ldentified:

. APPENDIX X ,
- OREGON SMALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM {
VISITATION LOG S - .
1. SCHOOL s : ' Member ___ Non-member____ -
, Enrollment _ Staff
. R | . 5
- 2. VISITATION DATE . _ - HOURS SPENT___ ' i
3. Number of People Contécted:
_ Edministration _Staff . _Students -
4, Dissemination . : .
A. Materials Distributed: N /
A 9
B. Verbal Information (Identify): g ’
. . " " ! ' _ (W
5. Consultive Help Given (describe briefly): o | ! "
¥
6. Assessing School's Needs (describe briefly):
\ ) ]
7. So‘liciting Membership:
. S 5

‘. A. " Talked to:

‘B .- Results:

‘G. Follow-up Needed:

184
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4. Materialé Distributed During OSSP '\.Iisitation Program
19 NWREL Booklets
2 SABRE Booklet \'
1 SABRE Schedile \
) 3 Sh/elby's Book
5 Sheridan High School History Electives
1l ' Learning Packages on English |
4 Pilot Project Application
' _.”5 . Hart's Video Tape | '
. 4 Video Tape in Elementary
6 | Visitation Applicatipns
1 Summer Materials .‘ 1
10 Teacher Incentive Grants - ) ‘
1  Ecology Project
3 6 year High School Material
8 Title III
o2 Early Child Information. _
1 Manzanita Project |
1 PACE Manual I ’
5 Letter of Intént’ '
1 Reprints qf NASSP Bullet" ) ¥
1 Carger Edhcatiog.R?por;
3 ‘ Siletz Program ) ’ k
1l  Materials on Foreign Languagé Y

1 Hubbell's Presentation Notes' °

-

¢
1 7 SAVE' Project

485 .
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1

Lynch P.E.

Colton Office Manual

- VIR in the Classroom

Coﬁrses for other Schools

Evaluative Criteria Information

_ Objectives and Goals

Vocational Information

-Non~-graded Language Arts

Readiﬁg Materials - Title III and Others
GRASP Materials

Reading 'Program
L. B
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4B. Verbal Information Conveyed During OSSP Visitation Program

2 GRASP

2 Publication for Board Members

1 Cooperative Teachiing

11 D.ayvton Program Ideas

1 v OASSP Small S_choé%s'-

1 Non—.gradéd Progralﬁ

1 Non—gr;'aded 'Langua;c_-q'e Arts

1 . Administrative Certification

5 Schedul'ing_
o1 Pilot Projects

1 " Innovative Schools .
2 Title I and III /

1 Teacher Evaluation |

1 NWREL .

1 Elementary Evaluative Criteria

1 Career Ed.

1 Visit Pilot Project

1 | Check with Vo-ﬁ:d on Certification
2  Community Reiatién OBE Material
1 Lab Systems Materials

1- Video Tape

1~ Vice Principa}'g l'Duties‘

1 Warrenton: Reading

‘1 .History of Program

1 Elemaentary- In‘vblvement
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5. Consultive Help Given During OSSP Visitation Program

# Times

1

. Evaluative Criteria . |

L
Sy .
Ways to keep up with all the :p/régrams started.

‘
'

Readiné Information

‘Called Career Education, Salem

Scheduling Phasing |

]
Scheduling - guarter system;'
. . i

!
i

Vocational
Involving Staff ' .‘
Variable 'I:ime Scheduling “,
Outdoor Education : j‘
Revision of English Progr;!am

Needs help in Career E.ducation
Scheduling

Ways of Assessing Needs

In-service Programs

Non-graaed Eiementary

Helpegi Organize In-service pxrogram

Sources of funding

Visitations of other schools
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Informal Assessment of School's Needs During OSSP Visitation Program

[N

Numbex.

1

1.

Reading 4-8 Non-graded

Cooperative Teaching Program Developed
, . e

. Goal for .year - curriculum improvement

Manageme;lt objectives
Need help for Reading
Music ‘

Dist. Evaluation
Scheduling

Science

Ma_th

Reading Objectives

‘Team teaching ideas

Individualizing
Unstruct;ured Time
Teacher Evaluation
Counseling

Careexr Education

School Evaluation

* Vocational area help

Trips for students to outside world

Elementary ‘Guidance Service

In-Service

Elective Programs

189
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APPENDIX Y

1971-72 EVALUATION
OSSP_CHECKLIST

- Adminlstrator R.S.
Teacher ' | - ~ Date
! | . . P ! \
' . \ . . . .
1. NAME(s) " SCHOOL ___,

2. GENERAL INFORMATION:

A. Age Category: Under 25 ___ 25-40 _____ 40-55 Over 55 - |
: B. Years 'Experlence':A Less than 5 _a 5-10 _10-20 _ Over 20 - ‘
C. Date of. Most Recent Trainlng: Type: ___SS____ DCE Workshop

D. Previous 0SSP Activities: Identify: . ' ‘ ; L

E. Length of Tlmé "In this School District: years.

F. How Important do you-'rhink the need Is for major changes In our
educaﬂona_l system? '

Little. Some ___ _- Considerable ‘Urgent
. 6. How does ‘dlstrict reward Innovative efforts?

Not at all More money Recognltion Suppor+ and help

3. DId you plan to lfnpfl_emenT a change as a result of the OS\S\P Summ\er Conference?

No (go to quesfion #4) o R \\\.‘
Ny -
Yes (go to question #5) ! o ‘ ST
4. Reasohs for an answer of NO for question #3:

A, Required to attend conference

B. Came to, confe'réhgce for crcdit only - e /

C. . Came to conference to enjoy myself and mest people (vacation) /

’ i
&5/

D. . Satlsfied with what | am dolng, no need for chénge
"E. - No ideas presented which | wanted to try
F. No time after conference fo plan and: prepare -

(Contlnued on next page)

A 1590 .
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G. DIdn't feel my ideas would be accepted by:
Administration x. |
—ne Schoo 'I‘ Board |
ComrhunHy
____.01'her' teachers
___ Otfher (identlfy)
H. Resources not available
| ma“l‘_erlals )

money

I. Other: (ldentify)

5. Have you or will you implement your conference project?
No (go +o. question #6)

Yes (go to question #7)

6. Reasons for an answmf“ NO. to question #5:
A. Adminlistra i-owij“f pernit
. - . Ay K S
B. Needed resources not~ayailable

a\

' C. ___ School Board Regulations (Explain)
.

vy

. ‘\\' _
State 0.B.E. Regulations (Expl'ajn)

E."_—__ Rest of Staff wouldn't cooperate " ‘.\
. . ‘\\\4 .
F. Organizational factors o
not possible to schedule | \'i_'

~e.

._coutdn't arrange transportation

- other: 4
. G.”ll l.

" Personal reasons
. L

Wi Mewm WESE  MEEM SWNN ey

Didn '+ have time to pl'aﬁ and prepare

A Got *'cold feet” ',1

.

" Didn't feel édequafely preparqdyq

Other: !

(Conti nued/{ v : | - J



\ o
A /
. \ H. Communify wouldn't accept program
L Other:
\\ .
.
7. 1 answer to #5 was YES:
' \
\ A. Date project started or will start:

*B. Brief Project Description:

*C. Project Goals and Ob jectives:

*D. - Evaluation plan:
(1) Basel.ine data
(2) Feedback planned

(3) Post evaluation design | A o )

%Get coples of any of this which Is avallable.
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e APPENDIX 2
OSSP EVALUATION
During the 1971-72 school year, -Mr. Donald Mi | ler, Director of the Oregon
Small Schools Program made a number of visits to selected Oregon small

schools. Your 'school was visited during thls time.

Wou ld you please assist Mr.'Miller and the Oregon Small Schools Program by
responding to a few quesﬂons? Thank you.

1. To what exfen'l' did 'I'he visitation by Mr. Mliler disseminate new ldeas
‘or materlals?

Virtually Substantlal A Great
None Some ~ Amount Deal

VL::::i.::::l::.::l'::::.L

Please glve an example of materlal or ldea.

2. To what extent dld the visitation by Mr. Miller asslist you In the
' Ident1fication of the unique needs of your school 'I-haf might be met -
by the Oregon .,mall Schools Program?

Virtually - S Substantlal A Great
None Some Amount, Deal

"::::__j::.::l:-:::!::::‘.i

Please gllve an examp le of what he helped you with.

3.. To what exfen+ dld the visitatlion by Mr. Mlller help to clarlfy Oregon
Boar'd of Educatlién goals, policies or procedures?

Virtually . ' Substantlal A Great
None - _ Some Amount Deal .

‘::::.i:::l:.‘:'::.:i::

Please glven an example of how he helped.

A-26

‘educational coordinates : -
NORTHWEST OFF'CE

607 CHEMEKETA Siﬁéf\: E. SALEM, OREGON-97301 1503 &31-4340
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6.

Thank you for your aSsiéfanCe. Please -note that the return address and
postage are printed on the back of the form, Please fold, staple and
~return as soon as possible.

\ N

To what extent-did Mr. Miller's visi+t provlde you th a general !
consultlve resource?

VirFually : Substantlal " A Great
None ‘Some - Amount Deal

-l::‘::AJ::I::lzbz."::’:::vzi

Pleasa give an example of consultive assistance.

Should the Oregon Smal I Schools Program continue 1‘0 have Mr. Mi| ler
allocate about fhlrfy (30) working days to 't'hese visltations? The
vlsH‘aﬂon time should be:
a. lncreased
b.  decreased
c. about the same
_ - d. noooinlon
‘e. roallocated to other : ,

Oregon Small School
activities .

2

Additional Comments:

*
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o Title I, ESEA  seomon
'ﬁ M@%ﬂ s

CENTIVE GRANT I %“ﬂ GRAM

AL oo aane
%&,W@, (A Lo

l: (bh @ && ,'\ ;' \\\ . la'—‘_'
. ] ( \\ ! \‘ ,(,"o;. '
. “i‘\ \\ ‘l : || ‘,l "Il ,’“\’ ;.‘\
\ i I o “\yl \
IBERS w@rrr MEER AL e AV
/ PN 1 )
(-HERE'S YOUR OPPORTURITY T0 \‘;{ TN VA
(D0 SOHETHG BOUT __ G0N 0 L
- THERI! N
o ) o Teea
C \
I Purpose of the Program N
' - h To encourage mstructional personnel to develop or implement
- 1 . | alternative techniques or procedures of Instruction; to sgimulate

thic development of courscs of study or parts of courses; to
. imiprove instructional effectiveness or efficiency in the elemen-
" tary and sccondary schoals in Oregon.”

| »Ellglble Projects

Funds granted (up to $1,000) may be used to

) -‘Lu,...!

i B . pay all or part of the cost ofdevclopmg,lmple SRS
o . menting, and evaluating projects to improve in- OnC 'ONU
L structional effectiveness or cfficiency of instruc- . ER- EMCN TARV ArdD
Vg tion through innovative approaches SECO NDQ RY TEA CHERS
4 LT

._Ellglble Applicants ©

Certificated teachers in Orcgon elementary and
SeCcorn d1ry suhools '

| Apphcatlons for Grants

If you arc cligible and interested, contact the State Title
- 148 Office, Oregon Board of Education, 942 Lancaster Drive, -
- NE Smm, Orcgon 97310, for nppllcatlon (Phonc 378- 3606)

"'. L.Submrssron Date

» l '_" o Theﬁrst subinission datelsNovemberl 1971.




APPENDIX BB

TEACHER INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM
TITLE I1I; ESEA

Purpose of the Program:
\
The purpose of the program is to encourage instructional personnel
to develop or implement alternative techniques or procedures ( of
irEtracionatia to stimulate the deyelopment of courses of study
or parts of courses and to improve instructional effectiveness or
 efficiency in the elementary and secondary schools in Oregon.

Eligible Applicants:

1. The Screening Committee is authorized to award grants
" (up to$1,000) to any certificated teacher in elementary
and secondary schools in Oregon.

2. The Screening Committee is also authorized to award grants
. (up to $1,000) to grantees in behalf of departments.

Eligible Projects:

Funds granted may be used to pay all or part of the cost of developing,
implementmg and evaluating projects designed to carry out the
following purposes: - .

1. To encourage the development or implementation of alternat1ve )
techmques or procedux’es designed to improve instructional
effectiveness or efficiency of instruction.

2. To develop and test courses of study or parts of courses to
improve instructional effectiveness or efficiency. 'In this
connection, projects may be designed to: ‘

a. Developand test courses of study or parts of courses which
feature predictable student achievement of prestated student
performance obJect1ves

-b. . Stimulate the implementation of innovative approaches to
instruction with the various elementary and secondary
schools as necessary to familiarize faculty and administrators
with newly developed instructional methodology.

!

-
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Applications for Grants:

Screening Committee Membership Shall Consist of:

7

Any qpplicant eligible for a grant may submit an application on
or before the date prescribed below and in accordance with the
following instructions.

Submission date. Applications for the first submission date shall .
be received at the Title III, ESEA Office, Room 213 North Building,
Oregon Board of Education, 942 Lancaster Drive, NE, Salem, Oregon,
97310, no later than 5:00 p.m., November 1, 1971.

! Application shall contain: )
Part I . -~ Statistical Information
Part II - Budget Proposal )
" Part III -~ Narrative Description of Project

One member from each of these organizations —-

Title III Staff _
Oregon Board of Education Staff

© Oregon Small Schools Program Steering Committee
Title III Advisory Council ‘

. A'Parochial School Representative .

Oregon Association of Classroom Teachers
Oregon Association of Secondary School Principals
Oregon Elementary School Principals Association
Oregon Association of School Administrators
Oregon Association of Intermediate and County Superintendents

Ex Officio membe_rs --

Title III staff -
Oregon Small Schools Program Executive Committee - ‘

oo



Applications'for Grants: : : .

5o Nl [ ™

ey

§oamadian §
v v

[y}

1. cteine, §

Any applicant éligible for agrant may submit an application on
or before the date prescribed below and in accordance with the

following instructions.

Submission date. Applications for the first submission date shall
be‘received at the Title III, ESEA Office, Room 213 North Building,
Oregon Board of Education, 942 Lancaster Drive, NE, Salem, Oregon,
97310, no later than 5:00 p.m., November 1, 1971,

Application shall contain:

Part I - Stafisti.cal Information
Part II - Budget Proposal [
Part II1 - Narrative Description of Project

kY

Screening Committee Membership Shall Consist of:
One member from each of these organizaticns -

Title III Staff
Oregon Board of Education Staff
~ Oregon Small Schools Program Steering Committee
Title TII Advisory Council :
A Parochial School Representative
Oregon Association of Classroom Teachers
Oregon Association of Secondary School Principals
Oregon Elementary School Principals Association
Oregon Association of School Administrators
Oregon Association of Intermediate and County Superintendents

Ex Officio menbers --

Title III staff -
Oregon Small Schools Program Executive Committee

18
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GLOSSARY OF-TERMS

-

Instructioﬁal per'sonnel certificated teachers in Oregon elementary

and secondary schools.

Two or more teachers organized under a subject
heading, i.e. English department; or two or
more teachers organized as a "team"; or

4 teachers in two or more subjects using the

| _ - ’ interdisciplinary approach in the teaching

' process. '

" Department

An approved project encouraging certificated

teachers to develop and implement innovative
. ’ ‘methods of instructlon through incentive

' ' grants .

‘ Program

Screening Committee A representative grcup of persons responsible
i ' . for reviewing and approving applications

- | ~ submitted under the program.
R -

‘j. ‘Grantee ' R - The local education agency or the person ‘ _
' designated to receive funds awarded under
a grant. '

Joelutrmad

Grant

That portion of Title III funds awarded to .
support a project for a specific period.

1

footeemitinsec)
i :

Applicant -A person eligible under this program to

submit an application for funds.

§oanai}
-

Project . - An identified program of activity which has
¢ } ~been approved for funding by the Screening

-Committee,

The total period of time, not to exceed one
year, for which a project may be supported.

- Project Period

New or improved educational ideas, practices
or techniques.’ ™

InnoQative

. ; s b=t
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10.
11.
12,

13.

GUIDELINES FOR APPLICATIONS

The ‘project must b_e operational during thgf school year>

Preference will be given to projects which operate during the school day.
Expenditures for equipment should be kept to a minimum. |
Exp'enditureé fer supplemental payments to teachers should be kept to a
minimum. The responsibility for payment of all federal and state income

taxes and any other charges imposed by law shall be the sole responsibllity
of the grantee,

. Any funds not spent or encumbered by the end of the grant must be returned

(a'long with an a_cc/ount of those monies that were spent or encumbered)
to the Title III, ESEA Office'.:

Funds cannot be used to finance any program(s) already in operation.
Funds cannot be used to provide services which are the responsibility = -

of the school system to provide (i.e. ) the project must be supplementary
to the existing level of instruction)

: Final reports (evaluation and financial) are to be sent to 'the Title III,

ESEA Office withm thirty days following the termination of the grant.

All equipment purchased with incentive grant funds must be used only for
the purposes of the project. Disposition of the equipment will be resolved

~at the termination of the grant.

Funds may'b’e awarded through a school district and/or a certificated

‘teacher approved by the school district,"

The school district must agree to cooperate with the Title III, ESEA Office
in disseminating project information. - :

Projects will be funded for only one year and are not renewable. -

No funds awarded under the incentive grant program are to be used for
overhead items. '

o
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INCENTIVE GRANT APPLICATION
Title III, ESEA

Part I - STATISTICAL REPORT

\

1. Project Titie

2. Applicant's Name

3. Name of School

4, Address
zip ‘ Phone
5. Couperating Applicants (if any) .
, Name : Address
| .P'hone
Name : } - Address
Phone ‘ |
Némfé : | "~ Address
4 ' Phone
] 6. Estimated Projebt Co’mmencemént Date'
3 7. Estimated Project Completgon Date
\:\\ s A 8. Total Funds’ Requested
| \ zﬁ 9. Personvauthoriz'edv to receive grér;t (type)
| } Title or Position
: o - Address ‘
? % . - ~zip Phone
| . _ ‘ .
] | I hereby certify that the information contajn.ed in this ‘a;pplicationA -is, to the best
o of my knowledge, correct. '
1 |
Applicant's Signature Chief Scﬁool Officer's S.ignature

R01
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INGENTIVE GRANT APPLICATION
Title III, ESEA

Part II - BUDGET 'ESTIMATE

Project

Period covered

Personnel Services

-~

Total Personnel Services

Services and Supplies

|/

/,

Total Services and Supplies

Capital Outlay

t
{
i
i

Total Capital Out_lay

v Total Bud\'g.et -

| R02Z

(A
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\ ‘ | , ' INCENTIVE CRANT APPLICATION

. TARGET GRQUP:

Title ITI, ESEA

- Part IIl - NARRATIVE

N\

(Please use additional pages, if necessary..)
IDENTIFICATION OF NEED: (Spell out the rationale for your plan. What need
or,problem will you try to resolve?) : '

a

P

DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNED PROTECIT:

OBJECTIVES:

ACTIVITIES: (A description of the activities or methods planned to meet your
objectives.) :

EVALUATION PLAN:. (How do you plan to measure whether or not this prOJect
is effective? Periodic progress reports are requested.)

\

=203
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< ~ . INCENTIVE GRANT PROJECT. . |
’ ' ' Title III, ESEA; - " o
_ , | Z . . S
' S FINAL BUI_D_GETﬂ?/ PORT v .

) ¢ ' (To be submitted to the Title IIT1, ESEA ffice Oregon Board of Education,

!
t

not later than 30 days afteerro;ect termination.)

Prbject

R Period Covered

oo : Budget Estimate Actual Expenditures

' " personrel Services o '
/

Total Personnel Services

rsai

Services and Supplies

|

Ot b
. N

[y
7

i eapani
*

‘Total Services and-Supplies

Vs zaaiick

Capital Outlay'

Total Capital Outlay ) _ , : .

X +
\ ‘ L A

- TOTAL Amount Budgeted - : . Actual - 5 o

-

$ ) granted was spent for purposes covered in this grant; $-
is being returned with this report. - . L

04 7

Grantee . Chief §chool Officer
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APPENDIX CC

TEACHER INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM .
-REVIEW COMMITTEE MEMBERS- ' ,

Dr. Bill Sampson

Director

- College of Education

Southern’' Oregon College
Ashland, Oregon

Mr. John Herbeért

Speclalist o
Setondary School Administration
Oregon Board of Education
Salem, Oregon

Dr. Norman Riggs
Principal

Lake Oswego High School
School District #7 -
Lake Oswegoj; Oregon

Mr., Dea Cox

Superintendent. _

South Umpqua School District #19
Myrtle Creek, Oregon '

Mrs. Virginia Anderson
Elementary Teacher
Portland School District {1
Portland, Oregon

S~

N A=-29

6. Sister Ann Dillon
Teacher
. Cathedral Convent
Parochial Schools
Portland, Oregon

7. Mr. Gordon -Corner
Principal
Silver Lea Elementary
Eugene -School District #4J
Eugene, Oregon

8. Mrs. Betty Parrett
Supervisor, Elementary Education
Linn-Benton IED
P.0. Box 967
_Albany, Oregon

9. Dr. Louis Rochon

Assistant Superintendent _
Roseburg School District #4
1058 Ws Harvard Avenue
Roseburg, Oregon

205
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_January 24, 1972

APPENDIX DD~1 ’

Dear Colleague,

Las+bfall $20,000. of Title 1l ESEA money was made available o fund Indi-
vidual projects developed by ciassroom teachers from a fund called The Teacher
Incentive Grant Program. The funds granted (up to $1,000. per prOJec+) could

be used to pay all or part of the costs of developlno, implementing, and
evaluating programs through innovative approaches. Two hundred twenty-eight
(228) appllca+lons were received and 25 projec+s were subsequently funded.

Within the next 3 months, the Tifle II| Adv'sory Council will be deciding

‘whether or not to con+inue the program for the next school year. Educational

Coordinates has bech retained by the Oregon Board of Education to gather 7
Information which will assus+ the T|+Ie III Advisory Councll In maklno this
decision. :

. We randohly selected 315 of the teachers who did not submit projects for

funding. As one of thoso selected (dld you ever think it would happen to
you?) would you be kind enough to take the few minutes needed to respond to
the enclosed questionnaire?

As Is‘cué+omary in surveys of this type, the source of the returns wiil In
no way be-lden+lfled in tho report given to the Advisory Council. '

‘To be valld this size sample requires a 100% return. When completed, please

fold and stanle. Tho return address and postage are preprinted on the revorsc
side. Your cooperation is very much appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

Rewy TeathaiT
Ray L. Talbert i . : >
Educational Coordlna+es Nor+hwes+ :

RLT: jc

Enclosure

educational coordinates

NORTHWEST OFFICE

607CHEM§3‘§£§TREET,NE.SALEM,OHEGON97301ﬂmB)sshdmr
A-30 : ' . ‘



[ PEEOR |

bomsisome] sdmaeed

fusimaizal

NO.
0
TEACHER.INCENTIVE GRANT OUESTIONNAIPF
(Non-appllcanfs) :
1, Did you know about the Teacher Incentive Grant Program?
YES (AnsweE questions 2 and 3
;o

———

O

tAnswcr ques+|on 3)

2. | knew ab0u+ the Teacher Incenflve Grant Program but did not appl x for
- the following reason(s). Check all those appropriate. . :

Al

B.

——

3. 1f the
' can be

Please fold,

THANK YOU.

Is

! dldn‘+ have a project in mind. \
The deadlinc for applying didn't qive me enough time to
prepare an appllcaflon

The appllcaflon format and procedure was too Involved.

The amount of money. (maximum of $1,000.) was not suffICten+
for what | had in mind.

The Modds" of not being. funded were too great to warrant
spending the time.to prepare the appl|ca+ion

Other (spcclfy)

program ls aVailablo for +he 1972 73 school year and applicafions
made +hls sprlnn

would definitely anply for a grant.

would probably apply for a grant.

am undecided. _ » L

would probably'not apply for a grant.

would definitely not apply for a gran+l

staple and mall to Educational Coordinates.

o ' . 207




APPENDIX DD-ZZI
. March 1, 1972

b : ' ‘ : ' -
B : Dear Colleague: ' ‘ ‘

- The Teacher Incentive Grant Committee has asked us to conduct a rather J
extensive evaluation of this use of Title III, ESEA furds. They will use
the findings to assist them in determining the future of the program. A .
- . stated purpose of the program is to encourage instructional personnel to , i
develop 'or implement classroom-alternatives. The questlons we are dlrectlng
to you as an applicant who was not subsequently funded deal largely with
the extent to which the program motlvated you to plan a project and the
degree to which- you were able to 1mp1ement vour plan even though you did
not recelve fundlng.

b We want to stress that your answers to this survey will be statistically

reported to the committee. No names of schools or individuals will in any

way be made known to the committee or included in our report. If you should

decide to resubmit your project (assumin~s the program is continued) your

response to this survey can in no way efiect the decision of the selection

committee.  The code number on the survey is used for a follow-up mailing

if this should be needed for any reason. o _ ‘

Your response to this brief survey will provide the committee with essential
information and we 51ncerely appreciate your taking the few minutes needed
to complete the survey. We really do need the information f:om each of you
who applied in order to present a valid report to the Committee. The

Title III Advisory Council is meeting on March 14, therefor= we need your
response as soon as possible.

Please note that the survéy form has the return address and postage pre-
printed. Please staple as indicated and return to us.-

Thank you very much. ¢
Sincerely yours, —
[Ram Towde T

Ray L. Talbert
Educational Coordinates Northwest

RLT:jc ' .

////gnclosur T TN \
o edu%al coordinates

NORTHWEST OFFINL

. BO7 CHEMEKETASTREET, ME. SAl < i (0 0,00 87208 (503! 81 .0
L i A-31 : _e”




TEACHER INCENTIVE GRANT SURVEY |

“Applicants Not Funded

I. The possibility of receiving Teachei Incentive Grant funds:

$ " . motivated me to formulate and plan a classroom practice which I had not
already considered.

. \
motivated me to plan the implemernitation of practlce which I had been
thinking about but hadn't 1mp1emented :

caused me to revise and mote thoroughly'pian the implementation of a
practice which I had already been doing to some degree. -

Comments:

+
e

II. Having planned the 1mp1emen85tlon of a classroom practlce due to completing A
.the Grant application: ‘ " -

_ A." I have implemented_the practice sﬁbstantially as submitted.

If so,
‘The district supplied the additional funds needed.
I'was able to do so by reallocating funds already available. , R

I was able to do so bécause funds were made available from

another source (community, industry, etc.)
, £ _

[

I was able to do so without haying'any additional funding.

B. I have 1mplemented the practice to some degree. I was able “to do
so because: ’

Some additional funds were made available by the‘diétript.

Some monies fromAthe;current budget were reallocated.

Other funds were available.
N - C ) 1+

The portion I ‘did implement needed no additional funds.

Other or comments: . ‘ o . /

-C. I have not implemented the practice.

~ h 3 209
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APPENDIX DD-3
April 10, 1972, N

-

l To: TIG Advisory Committee
From: Ray Talbert, ﬁducationel Coordinates
' ’l Subject: On-Site Visit Check-List | L ‘ .
» : _ . | ‘ ‘ |
' ' Enclosed are the on-51te visxt checks as modified at the April‘7th'meeting.'

: They include:

- Project Planning and Management
Project "Success" (meeting project objectlves)
Project Evaluation Plan
Project "Spin-off: and Serendipity

. Project Continuation Plans

. Questions Regarding TIG Program

Tt

AU d W

TRV

The on-site visit is designed..to gain information regardlng these six areas
-from three sources.

vomseamziy

The Pr1nc1pa1/Super1ntendent , '
The Grantee
3. From your observations and questioning.

[y
N
e

]

5 _ Enclosed is a Principal/Supt. Check—llst, a Grantee Check~list (2 pages)
: 'and the Evaluator Check~1lists (2 pages):

For each question on the evaluator check-list, I have listed a number of
possible indicators which you would look for to help to make.the rating -
asked for at the bottom of the page. There is a comment section for you to
use to briefly document the evidence. All indicators may not be available or
appropriate. The list is to suggest questions to ask, documents to look for,
and observations to make. The first 3 indicators on the Program Success Form
relate to success, the balance are indicators of an effective evaluation plan.

(PR,

[T

Whenever the 5 point ratlng is indicated, please place your check as in the
following example. ..’

: e : X :
Very Limited ‘ Extensive

-
.

In order to help make.a judgment regarding the placement of the ranking use
this general rating scale.

- ———— m——

o 1. Very limited B
3. Moderate 8
4. Considerable . -
' i 5. Extensive ' ‘
} Please return your evaluation forms Educational Coordinates
FFICERS !DIRECdT%Rx;eCtly to: . . 607 Chemeketa Street' N w?:hctw’:\suen ) .
i !halrmau Arthur F, Coombs, Jr. 2_1.0 Salem' oregqn 97301 (E':mvr\;‘a‘::;ns;\lvcrr'\all"‘lr
- iden ubert E, K 7 . . . el
, ' '\’/::::‘:"e-’..dru( Ev::e'lk Che::ll:rlon ' Robert V. Qakford
| iecrelarv . Jack Eugene Teeters . . )
Isures Ramon N. Belleza . . -
| o A-32 . educational coordinates
. MC - |

3! CHEMEKETA STREET N.E. SALEM, OREGON 97301 (503} 581-4440 . . : NORTHWEST OFFICE




ITI. 1f £he Teacher Incentive Grant Program is.available again pext yeﬁr:
I will resubmit my piévious application.

I wiii érobably resubmit.

I am undecided; | |

I will probably nof resubmi;. e

I definitely will not resubmit.,

OR

I plan to submit a new (different). proposal.

——

;IV. ' Comments which you feel would be-helpful to the Teacher Incentive Grant
Committee: ' ' o

b
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1
1

i -5

ggepondent - Principai/Supt..M

1.

5.

6.

Project o School T

Did you experience any unusual diffzculty in managing the TIG funds?

yves no. If you, explain. How could funding arrangement'
be improved?

<

il
. A4
In your judgment, how successful is your TIG Projeéi%\

Unsuccessfui = Very Successful

o

' Cite -instances where the TIG Project has caused other changes to occur:

Have others adopted the practice or plan to? Any unexpected spin-off?
(positive or negative )

Do. you plan to continee the presently funded TIG Project next year?

yes Lo no

new money budgeted " Explain:
_ reallocation of budget monies

additional money not needed to
continue

[y

Do y:;/plan to  encourage teachere to apply for future,TIG'grants?
ye

] ' no > undecided

7

Comments:




#
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- ADDENDUM TO CHECK-LISTS

PRINCIPAL

3a. To what extent did having a TIG projecf in your school motivate
other teachers to pldn and implement classroom innovations?

none 1-3 - 4 or more
{Number of Teachers) :

GRANTEES

fa. To what extent did having a TIG project in your school motivate
other teachers to plan and implement classroom innovations?

none . 1=3 4 or more
{(Number of Teathers) .

To Evaluator: The above questions are related to 3 and 6 on the original
forms. In addition to the above you could probe for other
spin-off both positive and negative. -

i
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Respondent .- Grantee

o

Project ‘ School' Teacher
Questions:
l. How accurate were your budget projections compared to what your needs
actually were?
Too Low -‘Abouf Right - Too Much : : L s
2. Have you faced any unusual problems in obtaining and spendlng the Grant
monies? : ‘.
yes no. If yes, please clarify.
. ,
3. Are you "on target" (time-wise) in implementing the project? If not, what :
‘problems did you face, which if identified, might help future grantees? |
4., Have you significantly altered your project? If so, why?
\.\
5. How would you rate the success of your project, related to meeting your
project objectives?
Unsuccessful Very Successful
6. Can you identifj“instances where your project has caused others to change?

(e.g.) Do any other teachers plan to implement your project? Any unexpected
results? (Positive”or ‘negative.)

W

/.



Respondent - Grantee

Teacher

School

: Project

. 7. Do you plan to continue YOur project next year?
yes : ' . no
substantially the same Why not?

| . with modifications

:

Reactions to the TIG Program
a. Should the TIG Program be continued?

' undecided yes

no

b. Comments:

Do you plan to submit a new TIG Project next year?
B probably not

9.
yes
' probably no
undecided
"10. Suggestions for the TIG Advisory Committee.




Evaluator

FOR USE BY EVALUATOR

Project School

Category: Projéct Management

, guestion:_,Have project .funds been expended

Indicators

Ask teacher to clarify

2. Ask to see records:

© - Invoices, ‘purchase orders.
3. Equipment in evidence

4. Materials in evidence

by,

4

Evaluator's Rating: According to the evidenéex
related to the budget are?
Substantially
as budgeted

Reasonably so

Comments:

Teacher

.
as budgeqéé;

-Comments

s

. |
available, expenditure of funds
'\ﬁkpfnsive changes

e




; , . Evaluator

FOR USE BY EVALUATOR

Project School . Teacher

/ 'J' Category: Program Success - Extent to.which program is meeting objectives ---
: E and program evaluation. :

Indicators (use those appropriate) : ‘Comments

1. What can teacher tell you verbally
as to outcomes?

' 2. BAny evaluation results available
for you to see?

f__" 3. Talk to students, teacher alde )
o - other teachers. ‘ -

I 4.  Can teacher state objdctives? Are _
they available in written form? e : s

<
>

5. Any evidence that teacher has an
evaluation plan? Written form?

5. Was pre-testing done? Any base-line
data?

T g

o

5 - 7. Any formal surveys, questionnalres,
: teacher check-lists?

8. Comparison of grades, absentee records, ) .
behavior records, anecdotal'reccords. : : o ) o

9. Are post-tests planned?

10. Did you sec the project in operation?

Evaluator's Rating: o o ‘

1. The above evidence indicates that the degree of success as it relates to
progect objectives is:” '

\
"v

Very Limited - - Extensive -

2. The evaluation plan for this project is:

Ver&QInadeéuate R : . ?3¢v;yery Adequate

;
|
|
|

! . B . : — : e (

J
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Project Title

APPENDIX EE

TEACIER INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM

.

FITLE 1II, ESEA

Project Director

School District

Location

Cooking With Economical Foods

CARE (Communicative Action
of Retired Experience)

Stock Market Management
Gume & Puzles ‘

Developing Moral Values

* Sclf-Corrective Remedial Aides
and Media (SCRAM)

A’ Manipulative Approach to
Primary Math

Creative Approach to Reading . .

°

Japanese Cultural Series

Building the Earth (Humanities
Project)

. o

Ovegon State Cultural Rally

Check Out a Pet ¥
—

Circus in an Flementary School

Rescarch & Development of Non-

Polluting, Energy Sources

Art of Ccelilo Indian Village

Future Studies

Karen McGillivray
John M, Daupgett

Bruce K, Boatmid¥

IHarold Grove

3

Lorraine Strauss

Sheri Penor

-
+

William 1. Walkenshaw

‘Nax1§y Moller
~Sister Patricia Baxter
George /;. Dennis
Roseda Kvarsten

C

M-J:x C. Bighy
ILiry E, Flolder
Joe Stewart

Dennis R, Dougplass

A-33 -

v

Funds Approved

$ 268,00
1, 000,00
.
750,00
'882.00
675.00
1,000,00
995,00
1, 000,00
1, 000,00
1, 000,00
© 644,30

997.36

809.00

596.00 .

1, 000,00

218

’

Bush Elémcnt:u'y
Salem #24)

Jiethany Elementary

Beaverton {148}

Parrish Jr, High
Salem {/24)

Green Acres Elem,

l.u\h:mon 16
)

Queen Anne Elem,
Lebanon #16

Santa Clara Elem,

. Fngene /4]

Howard Elementary
Eugeno #4)

" Hood River High

Hood River #1

Holy Redeemer . °
(Private)

Warrenton Higli
Warrenton #30 .

Brush College Elem,
Salem {/24]

Jewis & Clurk Elemn,
Lewis & Clark #5

Fcho 1ligh
Echo #5

Petersburg Elem.,

Petersburg #14

Bend Scenior High
Bend #1

~Salem

.Eugcne

Beaverton

Salem

Lebinon

Lebanon

Eugene

Hood River
Portland
Wairrenton
Salem
Astoriu
Echo

The Dalles

Bend




* P RuText rovided by R
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Project Title

Schocl District

Locition

On Becomming: Artist, Dn.ncér,
Musician; Author, Puppeteer

Learning by Doing
Teen Engine Repair

Posture Evaluation Through
Photography

Geouraphy From the Air
Work Parents Do

First Grade Reading--Visual
Motor Tactile Skills

Improvinﬁ_ Interpersonal Relation-
ships Through an Outdoor ILd,
Experi ence

- Chicano Studics

Boy Oricnted Second Gxﬁldc

Project Dircctor

Sister Rosalic Anderson

Jean Robuerts

Lloyd S, Lyda

'

Virginia Lalounty
Geruld A, Ollila
Leona Mook

Susan Fowler
-

i
i

Margaret G, Byers
!

Glenn Shelton |

B Y

TOTAL

o

:
loyae G, Steiger .

Funds Approved
4

S 450,00
803,50
1,000,00

274,40 - "

900.00
1,000,00
550,00

1,000,00.

1,000,00

800,00

$20, 484,56

Our Lady of the
Lake {Private)

Central Elem,
Astoria 1 ‘

" Eagle Point. Middle

Fazle Point #9

McNary High

© Salem [124]

Gerviis High
Gervajs UH #1

Hebo Elementary
Hebho #13])

. Yaquina View Elem,

Lincoln Co. Unit

’

Oceanlahe Elem.
Lincoln Co. Unit

South Sulem High
Salem 24}

‘Vale FElementary

Vale #15

[.ak'c .Oswcgo
Astoria

Eagle Poimt
Salcm
Gevvais

Heho
Ncwporﬁ

Lincoln City

i

Sa l‘cm j

A \ale
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APPENDIX FF

TEACHER INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM

ON-SITE VISITS

e

Project

Member making
Visit | Time

ASTORIA .
Circus in an Elementary School

ASTORIA
Learning by Doing

BEAVERTON _ _
Communicative Action of Retired
Experience (CARE)

BEND )
. Future Studies

- EAGLE POINT
Teen Engine Repair

ECHO :
Research Development of Non-
Polluting Energy Sources

" EUGENE

A Manipulative Approach to
Primary Math

EUGENE ‘
Creative Approach to Reading

GERVAIS. |
Geography from the Air

HEBO ’
Work Parents Do ' -

HOOD RI/,VER _
Japanese Cultural Series

LAKE OSWEGO ,
On Becoming: Artist, Dancer,
 Musician, Author, Puppeteer

LEBANON
Developing Moral Values

-

Carol Clanfield
Carol Clénfie(ﬁl

Betty Parrett

Bill Sampson
Norman Riggs
Louis Rochon

Bill Sampson
Louis- Rochon

Bill Sampson

Gordon Corner
Dea Cox

Gordon Corner
Dea Cox

Norman Riggs

Carol Clanfield

Norman Riggs
Virginia Anderson

Sister Dillon

Norman Riggs
Betty Parrett

A—v3_4' o 220
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' Project.

Member making

LEBANON " . :
Self-Corrective Remedial Aids
and Media (SCRAM)

LINCOLN CITY

Improving Interpersonal.
Relationships Through an
Outdoor Education Experience

NEWPORT
- First Grade Reading - Visual
‘Motor Tactile Skills

PORTLAND
Building the Earth

SALEM _
Check Out a Pet.

SALEM : .
Chicano Studies , . \J

SALEM _ .
Cooking With Economical Foods

SALEM
Posture Evaluation"

SALEM
Stock Market Management
Game and Puzzles '

THE DALLES .
Art of Celilo Indian Village

VALE , S
Boy Oriented Second Grade

¢

WARRENTON )
Oregon State Cultural Rally

Visit Time

‘ Betty Parrett

Dea Cox

Norman Riggs

Gordon Corner

~ Louis Rochon

‘Sister Dillon

L

Betty Parrett
Virginia Anderson )
Bett}; Parrett

Bill Sampson

Virginia Anderson

-

Virginia Anderson

'Bill Sampson

"Carol Cle_lnfield

<1

B




